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Preface and Acknowledgements 



In a previous monograph (Shaw and Rector, 1966) the subjective 
reactions of counselors and parents to their mutual experiences in a 
series of parent group counseling sessions were reported. This mono- 
graph continues and extends those findings by reporting on parent and 
counselor responses following a second year of such an endeavor. In 
addition to duplicating the data reported in the first monograph, this 
monograph will extend the original data by reporting on interrelation- 
ships between parent and counselor responses and by studying the re- 
lationship of parent attendance at the groups to other variables. 

The school districts, schools and counselors participating in the 
second year of parent groups counseling are, in large measure, identical 
to those who participated in the first year of the parent group coun- 
seling project. In passing, it should be noted that the term "counselor' 
is utilized within this monograph in a very broad sen3e. Those who 
served as group counselors actually represented a wide spectrum of the 
pupil personnel professions, including counseling, school psychology, 
school social work, nursing and speech therapy. 

All participating districts, schools and group counselors were 
self selected. A high degree of professional commitment and personal 
courage were necessary for participation in this project. This can be 
attested to by the fact that it was necessary to explore, in depth, 
in 22 different school districts before the cooperation of t^e six 
districts which participated in the study was obtained. The reasons 
for non-participation were many and 'ondoubtedly a number were sound. 

On the other hand, it was quite clear chat participation in something 
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as revolutionary as broad scale and formalized parent group counseling 
was a frightening idea to administrators. The courage of those who 
elected to participate cannot be overestimated. 

While there was less reluctance on the part of pupil personnel 
specialists y it was nevertheless obvious to the authors that a high 
degree of self selection took place with respect to participating coun- 
selors. As a matter of fact* our conclusion was that self selectioii 
was the most important single variable which operated to provide the 
project with such a highly competent and dedicated group of profes- 
sionals. The criteria initially set up by the project with respect to 
required background of experience and training proved unnecessary after 
self selection had taken place. A previous monograph (Shaw and Tuel, 
1965 ) describes the training, experience and professional background 
of participating counselors during the first year of the project. 

Those who participated during the second year were essentially similar. 
What no objective data can describe is the enthusiasm and commitment 
of participating counselors, nor is it possible to describe the deep 
appreciation and respect which the staff of the Western Regional Center 
have for these professionals. 

Several people deserve special mention for the part they played in 
assisting with the project. Dr. Clarence Mahler provided invaluable 
assistance in the preparation of participating counselors to do group 
work. This assistance was provided during strenuous and stimulating 
workshops held in the Southern California and Albuquerque areas prior 
to the initiation of a second year of parent group counseling. Mrs. 
Eunice Toussaint has been called upon to exercise her strengths for 



lii 



organization, patience and understanding to a considerable degree In 

. . • - all nf I'VlCt nt!a££ 

the preparation of manuscripts ana caoieo. 

of the Western Regional Center have been Involved In some way with this 
study. Without their intelligenee. loyalty and skill, the preparation 
of this report would not have been possible. 
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Chapter 1 
Setting the Stage 



The basic purpose of this monograph is to report a variety of 
kinds of data collected and analyzed in connection with a research 
project which attempted to test the feasibility of a specific model 
for the provision of guidance services in the public schools. Two 
points need to be emphasized. The first is that research on group 
counseling with parents was not undertaken with the idea that this 
technique had any special merit in and of itself. Group counseling, 
or any other technique used by any guidance specialist, has merit 
only insofar as it has relevance to a specified set of objectives 
which have been previously established for the total guidance program. 
The haphazard utilization of a variety of techniques and the provision 
of a smorgasbord of services without reference to predetermined objac- 
tives have contributed to the serious difficulty which guidance special- 
ists in general have experienced in demonstrating the effectiveness of 
their efforts. 

A second point which needs to be kept in mind is that the research 
effort reported here represents only a partial implementation of a total 
model. Parent group counseling is not seen as the only way, nor even 
the best way, to modify the learning environment, but rather as one of 
a variety of ways which may be effective in accomplishing this end. 

The validity of a guidance model which takes as its major objective 
modification of the learning environment in order to make learning more 
possible and useful to the student does not necessarily stand or fall 
on the results to be reported here. This technique represents but one 
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of many which the guidance specialist may elect to utilize In the im- 
plementation of such a goal. 

A previous monograph (Shaw and Rector, 1966) reported on parent 
and counselor reactions to their group counseling experiences during 
the first year of our research efforts In this area. The present mono- 
graph will repcrt upon similar data for the second year of research 
operation and, in addition, will examine more complex Interactions 
among parent and counselor responses to their mutual experience. The 
data contained in the present report will also be compared with iden- 
tical data from the previous report on parent and counselor reactions 
to participation in group counseling. Future data analysis will permit 
examination of the impact of parent group counseling on children, but 
this topic is not covered in the present report. 

Procedures 

Both the rationale and p 7 :ocedures utilized in this study have been 
reported in detail elsewhere (Shaw and Tuel, 1964; Shaw and Tuel, 1965). 
Briefly, the data reported here were collected in six different school 
districts and are based upon the experiences of 38 counselors who con- 
ducted a total of 53 parent counseling groups among them. The term 
"counselor," as used in this report, designates an individual who acted 
as a group leader. In actuality, the counselor group represented a 
variety of the various pupil personnel subspecialties, including coun- 
selors, school psychologists, school psychometrists, school social 
workers, school nurses and others. The group ranged in experience from 
those who had had little or no group counseling background to those who 
had extensive group counseling background and had been previously in— 
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volved in the project. The group tended to be younger, and the median 
number of years of experience as a pupil personnel specialist was five. 

The parent population included the parents of first, seventh and 
ninth grade children. This limitation was imposed due to the fact that 
there were not enough group counselors available to provide blanket 
coverage to the parents of an entire school. The first, seventh and 
ninth grades were chosen on a logical rather than empirical basis, 
because they represent articulation points at which the child begins 
a new phase of his academic career. Among the s lx districts which 
were involved in the study, there were a total of 23 elementary schools, 

three junior high schools and two high schools. 

All the parents of children in the first, seventh or ninth grades 
of cooperating schools were invited to participate in a series of small 
parent discussion groups. At the elementary and junior high school 
level, parents were informed that the focus of the groups would be on 
the kinds of concerns that parents normally have about their growing 
children and about the educational development of their children. At 
the ninth grade level, the focus was more specifically on the parental 

role in educational and vocational decision making. 

At the two lower academic levels, parents were invited to an ini- 
tial series of five sessions, the first of which was used in obtaining 
pre-counseling data from parents. At the end of the first five sessions 
parents were informed that those who were interested might continue for 
a second series of four sessions, and the same procedure was followed 
at the end of the second series. At the secondary level, parents were 
initially Invited for a series of seven sessions, followed by the 
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opportunity to participate in a second series of five sessions. Thus, 
any parent of a first or seventh grader in a participating school might 
elect not to participate in parent discussion groups or to participate 
in five, eight or twelve group counseling sessions. At the high school 
level, a parent might decide not to participate at all or to partici- 
pate in seven or twelve group meetings. 

At the time parents were invited, every effort was made to make 
it clear that they were not being invited to attend a series of lectures, 
but rather to participate in a discussion with other parents about their 
concerns with the development or education of their own children. This 
effort was not always successful, and the expectations of parents were 
not always met when they found that the group leader was acting as a 
counselor and not as a lecturer. A few parents elected to drcp out 
upon making this discovery, but most remained to participate. 

Most participating counselors had had extensive prior training in 
their respective professional fields and, in addition, had been given 
special training in group techniques by members of the project staff 
and consultants. They were carefully instructed to bend their efforts 
in the direction of structuring a group situation which would provide 
maximum opportunity for free interchange among group members. Every 
effort was made to bring about conditions which would maximize parental 
participation and which would encourage theta to discuss their own in- 
terests and concerns with regard to their own children. If parents 
brought up matters of school policy or raised criticisms of specific 
school personnel, it was the consultant's role to point out that al- 
though these might be matters of pressing concern to the parents, the 
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focus of these particular groups was their children and the things 
which they as parents could do directly to assist their children. 

The proMem. o i. controls was thoroughly considered prior to initia- 
tion of the project. While it is considered respectable to apply certain 
kinds of controls, those who usually discuss their utilization tend to 
be methodologists who are not faced with the kinds of problems presented 
by the ongoing school situation. In the present study, all participating 
counselors were exposed to the same pre-experiment al training procedures. 
Invitations to parents were all issued in the same way. All parents in 
any particular group had children in one specific school grade. Oppor- 
tunity was provided to parents to participate in identical numbers of 
counseling sessions, and identical f:valuations were presented to parents 
and to counselors in the same way and at the same period of time. Other 
kinds of controls were utilized with respect to other aspects of the 
project, but are not relevant to the present data. Certain controls 
normally considered to be ideal could not be utilized for practical 
reasons. For example, it was not possible to randomly assign parents 
to counseled or uncoimseled groups. Most of the school systems which 
participated would not permit this kind of discrimination. 

At the completion of each series of group counseling sessions, each 
participating parent who was present was asked to fill out a Post- 
Series Reaction Sheet. Forms were mailed to those parents who were not 
present. The Post-Series Resctlon Sheet contained items which could be 
answered both objectively and subjectively. A copy of the form appears 
in Appendix A. Data on counselor reactions were collected at two points. 
It was collected first at the time that each counselor finished a group 
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series. At that time, a form called Counselor Reactions to Specific 
Groups was completed. A copy of this form appears in Appendix B. The 
second kind of counselor data collected was that appearing on the form 
entitled General Counselor Reactions. This data was collected follow- 
ing the completion of all parent groups for the year. A copy of this 
form appears in Appendix C. 

Raw data will be reported for each of the quest' cnnalres by aca- 
demic level, district and series. In addition, comparisons will be 
made between responses obtained on second-year participant cotmselors 
and parents and first-year participant counselors and parents. The 
interrelationships between certain parent and counselor responses also 
are of interest, and correlations will be reported between parent and 
counselor responses. This will be done in two ways. First, the group 
mean of parent responses will be correlated with the response of the 
counselor of that group. Second, the individual responses of parents 
in the group will be correlated with the counselor response. In the 
former case, N will equal the total number of groups being reported, 
while in the latter case, N will equal the total number of parents 
rr. .pending to the instruments utilized. Data breaVdowns by school level 
(Grades 1, 7 or 9) and by counseling series (1, 2 or 3) will be reported 
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Chapter 2 

Results Obtained from the Post-Series Reaction Sheet 

A copy of the Post-Series Reaction Sheet is contained in Appendix A= 
Only those items are reported which were answered objectively. This 
ir.cludes Items 1, 2, 3, 3a and 4. Results are reported by series, since 
it might logically be assumed that the further in a series parents pro- 
gressed, the more positive their responses might be. Each table also 
reports the number of respondents to each item. In addition, responses 
are further reported in terms of the academic level of the individual 
reporting and by school district. It should be noted that although 
tables indicate six districts are reporting, two of these districts 
(Districts E and F) are sub-districts within a large metropolitan school 
district. 

Parent Responses by Series 

Tables 2-A through 2-E report the responses of parents to the five 
objective items of the Post-Series Reaction Sheet by series alone, with 
all districts and grade levels lumped together. Table 2-A indicates 
that a high proportion of parents responded that the group discussions 
had been helpful to them. (Throughout this monograph, categories 4 and 
5 will be considered indicative of a positive response, while categories 
1 and 2 will be considered indicative of a negative response. Category 
3 will be considered to be an ambivalent or neutral response.) This 
piopcrticii approaches 5D% In Series 1, increases to 71% for Series 2 
and increases still further to 85% for Series 3. These findings are 
in line with expectations. It should not be forgotten that over 27% of 
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parents who participated in Series 1 responded that the groups had not 
been helpful* These parents are probably among -hose who dr^'^iped out 
for Series 2, since the not helpful response falls to approximately 3% 
for Series 2* It is interesting to note that the not helpfu. response 
increased to 6% for the third series of parent discussions* 

Table 2-B indicates that almost no parents who participated in the 
group counseling percaived any negative outcomes as a result of such 
participation* As was true of the ’^receding item, favorabJ.e responses 
increased as parents remained longer in group counseling* 

Table 2-C indicates the proportion of parents who were willing to 
3 gy that observable behavior changes, presumably associated with parent 
partici'^'>ation in group counseling, had come about* It is interesting 
to note that this increases from 9% to 15% from Series 1 to Series 2, 
but that it falls off sli^dyin Series 3. This outcome, and possibly 
the relative increase in the not helpful responses seen in Series 3 of 
Table 2-A, may puosibly be accounted for by the fact that parents who 
stay in group counseling the longest time have the children with the 
most serious problems* 

Results reported in Table 2-D indicate that perceived behavior 
changes are seen as positive rather than negative. These results again 
lend some support to the hypothesis that parents who remain the longest 
in group counseling may have children with more serious problems than 
those who stay for only one or two series. 

A different kind of criterion is applied through the use of 
Question 5, which asks if participants in parent group counseling would 
recommend such participation to their friends whose children may have 
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Post-Series Reaction Sheet 

,cade.dc difficulties. The question is unfortunately voided . and hind- 
sight indicates that the phrase "who have children with academic prob- 
lems" should have been left off. in any event, nearly all of those who 
participated indicated that they would recommend such participation, 
fhe proportion is higher for Series 2 and 3 than Cor Series 1. when the 

greatest dropout took place# 



results by Series and by Academic Level 

Tables 2-F through 2-J report parent responses to the items on 

:he Post-Series Reaction Sheet hy both series and grade level. Table 2-F 
reports on Question 1. "Do you feel that the group discussions have 
been helpful to you?" If responses 4 and 5 are again considered "favor- 
able" and responses 1 and 2 are considered "unfavorable," it is obvious 
that parent groups at the junior high school level were perceived less 
favorably than those at either the elementary or senior high level. It 
should be emphaslaed that the N at the senior high level is small in 
K„rh cries 1 and 2 and that there was no Series 3 at the high school 



level. 

A majority of the parents felt that group discussions had been 
helpful at all grade levels and in all three series, with the exception 
of Grade 7 following Series 1 and Grade 9 following Series 2. With the 
latter exception, Che favorableness of parent responses increased at 
all grade levels during Series 2 and Series 3. It is generally 
that the longer a parent remains in group counseling, Che mote favor 
able his responses become. Negative responses decline markedly, almost 
disappearing at Che elementary level during the second series. A few 
negative responses do reappear at the Grade 1 level at the 
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Series 3. This again supports the notion that parents whose children 
have more serious problems may remain in the groups longer. 

Table 2-G reports on parent responses to a question about negative 
outcomes from participation in group discussions. This table bears 
little comment, since the overwhelming proportion of parents indicated 
the absence of any negative perceptions about the group discussions. 

By the time Series 3 has been completed, perception of negative results 
has dropped to zero. 

Parent perceptions f changed child behavior are reflected in 
Table 2-H. The parents of first and seventh graders report such changes, 
while parents of high school students do not. They are reported most 
frequently by parents of Grade 1 students. The relative proportion of 
such reports increases from the first to the second series in both the 
elementary and junior high grades. In fact, nearly one out of every 
fivd parents responding report changes in the behavior of their first 
grade children at the end of the second series. This proportion in- 
creases again for the parents of first graders during the third series, 
but falls to zero for the parents of seventh graders after the third 
series. It is also Interesting to note the remarkable consistency among 
tlf* small group of high school parents who report tli«t there were no 
changed behaviors after either the first or secono series. 

Table 2-1 indicates that the overwhelming proportion of changes 
i^trceived by parents were in a positive rather than a negative direction, 
while Table 2-J reveals that parents who participated in gvoup coun- 
seling Indicate in very high proportions that they would recommend simi- 
lar participation to friends who have children with academic problems. 



Results Obtained from the iJ- 
Post-Series Reaction Sheet 

The proportion of positive response increases uniformly among all three 

grade levels as parents remain longer in the counseling groups. 

PSRS Results by Series and District 

Tables 2-K through 2-0 report parent responses by both series and 
district. It will be obvious that District D barely got its program 
off the ground and, for all practical purposes, can be ignored in these 
tables. It should also be reiterated that Districts E and F are in 
reality sub-districts within a single large school district. Responses 
reflected under the heading "District A" are preponderantly those of 
the parents of junior high school students. Responses from parents in 
other districts are preponderantly from those who have children in the 
first grade. 

Table 2-K reports on Question 1 from the Post— Series Reaction 
Sheet (PSRS), "Do you feel that the group discussions have been helpful 
to you?" The smallest proportions of positive response were found in 
Districts A and F for Series 1, but for Series 2 the smallest propor- 
tion of positive response was found in District B, which dropped from 
a 55% positive response during Series 1 to a 52% positive response 
during Series 2. All other districts, including A and F, increased 
markedly in proportion of positive response. This table also revealed 
that only three districts were able to carry out a third series of 
parent group discussions. In these three districts, the proportion of 
positive response seen after Series 2 was either maintained, as in the 
case of District B, or Increased, as in the case of Districts A and E. 
The existence of marked differences on this variable from one district 
to another suggests two possibilities. The most obvious one perhaps 
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is that those who conducted the group sessions in different districts 
were differentiable on the basis of their group counseling abilities. 

Data exists which permit an examination of this question, and future 
publications will report on this issue. The second possibility is 
that parents of first graders may respond differently to this kind of 
experience than the parents of seventh graders. This kind of differ- 
ence appears to exist following Series 1, but is less marked after 
Series 2. 

Table 2-L reflects a relatively low proportion of negative response 
on the part of parents. The absolute number of parents who indicate 
negative responses following any of the three series is so small in a 
given district that further eomment on this table relative to differen- 
tiation among districts on this variable is not warranted. 

Table 2-M reports on \-hether or not parents perceive behavior 
changes to occur in their children in conjunction with the group coun- 
seling sessions. The highest proportion of such behavior changes are 
reported from District C and District E. All districts reporting after 
Series 2 indicate relative increases in the number of positive responses, 
except District B which remains essentlailly unchanged. This is c insistent 
with responses to Question 1 following Series 2 (see Table 2— K) . This 
is not the case, however, following Series 3, except in District E, 
which does report a marked increase in positive responses. It appears 
that District E counselors are either serving a different kind of 
clientele or performed differently than counselors in other districts, 
since positiveness of parent reaction is more marked in this district 
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Post-Series Reaction Sheet 

Table 2-N indicates that parents from Districts A, E and F did 
perceive some negative changes following Series 1, but no negative 

ponses were found in any of these three districts following Series 2. 

A single negative response did show up in District E following Series 3. 

Table 2-0 indicates that parents in all districts were willing to 
recommend participation in such groups to their friends. There was 
more, of a reluctance among parents who participated in group counseling 
in District A to recommend parent group counseling to their friends 
than was found in any other district. This held true after all three 
series. It should again be emphasized that the preponderance of re- 
sponses in District A came from junior high school parents. 

Some of the obvious factors related to differences among districts 
have already been mentioned » including the possibility that there were 
either differences in professional competence or differences in parent 
response set from one district to another. An additional and much less 
obvious factor has begun to appear, however. This relates to the dif- 
ferences which have been shown consistently to exist between responses 
to Series 1 and 2 and those obtained from parents who stay for a third 
series. Typically positiveness of response on all five items increases 
from Series 1 to Series 2. From Series 2 to Series 3, however, while 
positiveness of response sometimes increases, it also sometimes is 
markedly reduced. This phenomenon is somewhat difficult to account for 
unless the assumption can be made that parents who remain throughout 
three full series tend to be parents whose children have the greatest 
problems. If this is the case (and future data analysis will reveal 
whether or not it is) , then it might well be that they stand to profit 
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the least from parent groups discussions, since the problems they bring 
for consideration are of such a serious nature. At the moment this 
must be treated as a hypothesis, but if it is eventually demonstrated 
to be true, then the need for alterations in procedure to provide assis- 
tance to these parents is obvious. 

Comparison of Current with Previous Data 
Some comparisons of current with previous data may prove inter- 
esting. The previous data were reported in a monograph by Shaw and 
Pector (1966) . The total number of responses reported in current data 
is approximately the same as reported in the previous data for all 
three series. Responses to the question relative to the helpfulness 
of group discussions are generally more positive in second-year data 
than first-year data, while responses relative to negative results 
eventuating from parent participation remain approximately the same. 
There does appear to be a slight drop from the first to the second year 
in positiveness of response to the question on changes in child beha- 
vior, with a lower proportion of parents responding positively after 
all three series in the second year than In the first year. This dif- 
ference is quite small following Series 1 and 2, but is marked follow- 
ing Series 3. It should be pointed out, however, that the proportion 
of parents who indicated that such behavior was worse, rather than 
better , was much higher following Series 2 during the first year than 
after the same series in the second year. The proportion of parents 
reporting better-worse behavior following Series 1 and 3 was approxi- 
mately the same in both years. The proportion of parents who would 
recommend participation in such a group to their friends did not change 
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Post-Series Reaction Sheet 

markedly from the first to the second year. 

Summary 

The findings reported here reflect, in general, a highly positive 
attitude on the part of the parents who participated in group coun- 
seling. This positive attitude tends to become stronger in a second 
year of parent group counseling in the same school district. The 
strength of this positive reaction is such that it is difficult to 
attribute it to halo effect. Some differences among districts and 
aiiiong grade levels suggest that either there are differences attribut- 
able to differential levels of professional competence, or to differ- 
ential reactions obtained from the parents of first graders as opposed 
to the parents of junior high school students- Future analysis of 
available data will, in part, resolve these questions. 
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TABLE 2-A 



Question No. 1 
Series 

X 
2 
3 



Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by S._j'ies 

Do you feel that the group discussions have been help- 
ful to you? 



N 


Not at all 1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Very much so I 


327 


6.1 


21.1 


23.5 


24.2 


25.1 


t 

1 


93 


2.2 


1.1 


25.8 


35.5 


35.5 


i 

1 

} 


33 


.0 


6.1 


9.1 


27.3 


57.6 


1 

i 



Question No. 2; 

Series 
1 
2 
3 



TABLE 2-B 

Have there been bad or negative results from your par- 
ticipation in group discussions? 



Not at all 



N 


Very much so 1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


327 


.3 


1.5 


4.9 


10.4 


82.9 


92 


1.1 


.0 


5.4 


8.7 


84.8 


32 


.0 


.0 


3.1 


6.3 


90.6 



Question No. 3: 



TABLE 2-C 

Have there been any recent changes in your child's 
behavior around home and other out-of-school situations? 



Series 


N 


Not at all 1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Very much so i 

1 

\ 


1 


324 


51.5 


24.x 


15.4 


6.5 


2.5 


\ 

f 

i 


2 


90 


43.3 


24.4 


16.7 


11.1 


4.4 


\ 

1 

j 


3 


31 


32.3 


32.3 


22.6 


9.7 


3.2 


1 

i 
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TABLE 2-D 



Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series 

Question No. 3a: If you checked 3, A or 5 above, have these changes been 

for the better or worse? 



Series 


N 


Better 


Worse 


1 


78 


87.2 


11.5 


2 


25 


96.0 


A.O 


3 


11 


90.0 


10.0 



Question No. A: 

Series 

1 

2 



TABLE 2-E 

Would you recommend participation in a similar group 
to friends who have children with academic problems? 



N 

32A 

93 

33 



Yes 

91.7 

97.8 
97.0 



No 

8.0 

2.2 



3 



3.0 
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TABLE 2-F 

Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series and Grade Level 

Question No. 1: Do you feel that the group discussions have been help- 

ful to you? 

Series 1 

2 3 4 5 Very much so 

17.0 24.2 24.7 30.2 

27.2 23.2 23.2 16.8 

20.0 20.0 25.0 30.0 



Series 2 



1 


61 


.0 


1.6 


14.8 


37.7 


45.9 


7 


26 


7.7 


.0 


42.3 


34.6 


15.4 


9 


6 


.0 


.0 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 






Series 3 








1 


14 


.0 


7.1 


7.1 


14.3 


71.4 


7 


19 


.0 


5.3 


10.5 


36.8 


47.4 


9 


0 




(No 


Series 3) 





Grade 


N 


Not at all 


1 


1 


182 




3.8 


7 


125 




9.6 


9 


20 




5.0 



I 
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TABLE 2-G 

Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series and Grade Level 



Question No. 2; Have there been bad or negative results from your parti- 
cipation in the group discussions? 

Series 1 



Grade 

1 

7 

9 



1 

7 

9 



1 

7 

9 



N Very much so 
182 
125 
20 

60 

26 

6 

14 

18 

0 



1 


2 


3 


4 


.0 1 


.1 


3.8 


9.9 


.3 2 


.4 


6.4 


12.0 


.0 


.0 


5.0 


5.0 


Series 


2 






1.7 


-.0 


6.7 


6.7 


.0 


.0 


3.8 


15.4 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


Series 


3 






.0 


.0 


7.1 


7.1 


.0 


.0 


.0 


5.6 



(No Series 3) 



5 Not at all 
85.2 

78.4 
90.0 

85.0 

80.8 

100.0 

85.7 

94.4 






n 




o 

ERIC 



p- 



^ • 
I'' 
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TABLE 2-H 



Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series and Grade Level 



Question No# 3: 



Have there been any recent changes in your child’s 
behavior around home and other out-of- school situations? 



Series 1 



Grade 


N Not at all 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 Very much so 


1 


183 


36.6 


30.6 


21.3 


8.2 


3.3 J 


7 


122 


71.3 


13.9 


8.2 


4.9 


1.6 


9 


19 


68.4 


26.3 


5.3 


.0 


.0 ; 






Series 2 






i 


1 


59 


32.2 


32.2 


16.9 


15.3 


O ^ 


7 


26 


65.4 


3.8 


19.2 


3.8 


7.7 


9 


5 


60.0 


40.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 






Series 3 








1 


14 


42.9 


14.3 


14.3 


21.4 


7.1 


7 


17 


23.5 


47.1 


29.4 


.0 


.0 


9 


0 




(No Series 3) 





I 
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TABLE 2-1 

Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series and Grade Level 



Question No. 3a: If you checked 3, 4 or 5 above, have these changes been 

for better or worse? 

Series 1 



Grade 


N 




Better 


Worse 


1 


58 




87.9 


10.3 


7 


19 




84.2 


15.8 


9 


1 


Series 2 


100.0 


.0 


1 


18 




94.4 


5.6 


7 


7 




100.0 


.0 


9 


5 


Series 3 


60.0 


40,0 


1 


5 




80.0 


20.0 


7 


6 




100.0 


.0 



9 



0 



(No Series 3) 
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TABLE 2-J 

Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Response'^ by Series and Grade Level 



Question No. A; Would you recommend participation in a similar group 

to frlands who have children with academic problems? 

Series 1 



Grade 


N 




Yes 


No 


1 


181 




95.0 


A. A 


7 


123 




87.0 


13.0 


9 


20 


Series 2 


90.0 


10.0 


1 


61 




100.0 


.0 


7 


26 




92.3 


7.7 


9 


6 


Series 3 


100.0 


.0 


1 


lA 




100.0 


.0 


7 


19 




9A.7 


3.3 



9 



0 



(No Series 3) 
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TABLE 2-K 

Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series and District 

Questions No. 1: Do you feel that the group discussions have been help- 

ful to you? 

Series 1 

District N Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 Very much so 



A 


147 


10.9 


25.9 


25.2 


22.4 


15.6 


B 


38 


7.9 


15.8 


21.1 


26.3 


28.9 


C 


13 


.0 


7.7 


23.1 


7.7 


61.5 


D 


4 


.0 


.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


E 


88 


1.1 


15.9 


21.6 


27.3 


34.1 


F 


32 


.0 


31.3 


28.1 


25.0 


15.6 






Series 2 








A 


29 


6.9 


.0 


37.9 


34.5 


20.7 


B 


21 


.0 


.0 


47.6 


19.0 


33.3 


C 


8 


.0 


.0 


12.5 


.0 


87.5 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


E 


28 


.0 


3.6 


7.1 


57.1 


32.1 


F 


7 


.0 


.0 


.0 


42.9 


57.1 






Series 3 








A 


19 


.0 


5.3 


10.5 


36.8 


47.4 


B 


4 


.0 


25.0 


25.0 


.0 


30.0 


C 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


E 


10 


.0 


.0 


.0 


20.0 


80.0 



0 .0 .0 



F 



0 



0 



0 
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TABLE 2-L 



Post-Series Reactioxi Sheet 
Responses by Series and District 

Question No. 2: Have there been bad or negative results from your parti- 

cipation in the group discussions? 

Series 1 



District 


N 


Very much so 1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


A 


148 


.7 2 


.0 


6.8 


10.8 


79.7 


B 


38 


.0 


.0 


5.3 


10.5 


84.2 


C 


14 


.0 7 


.1 


.0 


7.1 


85.7 


D 


4 


.0 


.0 . 


.0 


25.0 


75.0 


E 


86 


.0 1 


.2 


4.7 


8.1 


86.0 


F 


32 


.0 


.0 


.0 


15.6 


84.4 






Series 


2 








A 


29 


.0 


.0 


3.4 


17.2 


79.3 


B 


20 


.0 


.0 


5.0 


.0 


95.0 


C 


8 


.0 


.0 


12.5 


.0 


87.5 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


E 


28 


3.6 


.0 


7.1 


10.7 


78.6 


F 


7 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


100.0 






Series 


3 








A 


18 


.0 


.0 


.0 


5.6 


94.4 


B 


4 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


100.0 


C 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


E 


10 


.0 


.0 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


F 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 



[\)o'^ Q-t all 

Very-auch -so 



.1 

i 
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TABLE 2-M 

Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series and District 

Question No. 3: Have there been any recent changes in your child's 

behavior around home and other out-of-school situations? 

Series 1 



District 


N 


Not at all 1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


A 


145 


67.6 


15. y 


11.0 


4.1 


1.4 


B 


^ t 


62.2 


29.7 


2.7 


5.4 


.0 


C 


14 


50.0 


21.4 


7.1 


7,1 


14.3 


D 


4 


.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


.0 


E 


87 


27.6 


35.6 


23.0 


11.5 


2.3 


F 


32 


43.8 


25.0 


28.1 


3.1 


.0 






Series 2 








A 


29 


65.5 


6.9 


17.2 


3.4 


6.9 


B 


20 


60.0 


35.0 


.0 


5.0 


.0 




7 


28.6 


14.3 


14.3 


28.6 


14.3 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


E 


28 


14.3 


35.7 


28.6 


17.9 


3.6 


F 


6 


33.3 


33.3 


16.7 


16.7 


.0 



Series 3 



A 


17 


23.5 


47.1 


29.4 


.0 


.0 


B 


4 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


.0 


.0 


C 


3 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


E 


10 


40.0 


10.0 


10.0 


30.0 


10.0 


F 


0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 
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TABLE 2-N 

Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series and District 



Question No. 3a; 


If you checked 3, 4 or 5 
for better or worse? 

Series 1 


above , 


have these changes been 


District 


N 


Better 


Worse 


A 


22 


86.4 


13.6 


B 


1 


100.0 


.0 


C 


5 


100.0 


.0 


D 


1 


100.0 


.0 


E 


34 


85.3 


11.8 


F 


10 

Series 2 


80.0 


20.0 


A 


7 


100.0 


.0 


B 


1 


100.0 


.0 


C 


4 


75.0 


25.0 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


E 


11 


100.0 


.0 


F 


2 

Series 3 


100.0 


.0 


A 


6 


100.0 


.0 


B 


1 


100.0 


.0 


C 


0 


.0 


.0 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


E 


4 


75.0 


25.0 


F 


0 


.0 


.0 
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TABLE 2-0 






I 

i 



1 



I 



Post— Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Series and District 



Question No. 4: 


Would you recommend 


participation in 


a similar group 


to friends who have children with academic problems.' 
Series 1 


District 


N 


Yes 


No 


A 


1A6 


86.3 


13.7 


B 


37 


94.6 


5.4 


C 


14 


100.0 


.0 


D 


4 


100.0 


.0 


E 


86 


96.5 


3.3 


F 


32 


93.8 


6.3 



Series 2 



A 


29 


93.1 


6.9 


B 


21 


100.0 


.0 


C 


8 


100.0 


.0 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


E 


28 


100-0 


.0 


F 


7 


100.0 


.0 




Series Z 






A 


19 


94.7 


5.3 


B 


4 


100.0 


.0 


C 


0 


.0 


.0 


D 


0 


.0 


.0 


E 


10 


100.0 


.0 


F 


0 


.0 


.0 



Chapter 3 

Counselor Reactions to Their Group Experience 

This chapter will report the responses of counselors to the form 
entitled "Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups" (CRSG) (see Appendix B) . 
This form was completed by counselors at the termination of each series 
for every group. For this reason , outcomes will be reported not only 
in terms of totals, but will be further broken down by series. In addi- 
tion, because certain differences were expected among the three academic 
levels represented in the study, results are reported also by grade 
level (elementary, junior high school, high school). 

Table 3-A reports counselor responses by series. A number of groups 
being reported for each series is also indicated in the table. The 
reader who wishes to study the table in detail will need to refer to 
Appendix B to examine the questions which each item number reflects. 

The table is arranged in each a way that shifts in counselor response 
from the first through the third series are readily discernible. 

Generally speaking, counselor responses became more positive the 
longer parents remained in the counseling groups. This is clearly true 
for responses to Item Nos. 1, 2, 5 and 6. To a lesser extent it is also 
true of Item 3, while it is not possible to classify Item 4 with respect 
to its relative positiveness or negativeness. 

For purposes of discussing specific items, the two most positive 
alternatives will be lumped together and referred to as positive re- 
sponses, while the two most negative items will also be lumped together 
and referred to as negative responses. The middle choice will be con- 
sidered as a noncommittal or ambivalent response. Responses to Item 1, 
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which reports counselor perceptions of rapport in the group, reveal that 
even in Series 1 a substantial majority of counselors report positively. 
This percentage goes up considerably in Series 2, and by the time Series 3 
has been reached, there are no negative or ambivalent responses at all. 

Question 2 reports on counselor perceptions of the amount of inter- 
action among group members. Precisely the same relationship holds from 
Series 1 through Series 3 on this item, as was true of Item 1. Positive 
responses go up uniformly from Series 1 through Series 3, and in Series 3 
there are neither negative nor ambivalent responses. 

Responses to Item 3 relative to the amount of hostility expressed 
by the group are by no means as clear-cut as responses to the first two 
items. Counselor responses to this item indicate that counselors per- 
ceive the degree of expressed hostility to actually increase from 
Series 1 to Series 2. The increase is not great. In general, it moves 
from a lesser amount to a central position (fair amount). There is a 
decrease in the amount of perceived hostility from Series 2 to Series 3, 
but the N dealt with in Series 3 is so small as to cast doubts on the 
reliability of this statistic. 

During Series 1 counselors report that parent hostility was pri- 
marily directed towards teachers, and secondarily toward other group 
members. This pattern changes markedly for Series 2. During the second 
series, counselors report a gross reduction in the amount of hostility 
toward teachers and a marked increase in that which was ex- 
toxsfard their own child. lu addition, there is a reported 
increase in the amount of hostility directed toward the counselor him- 
self, Couxjsc lor perceptions of hostility during the third series indi- 
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cate that it was primarily directed toward teachers and other group 
members, but again it should be emphasized that the N for Series 3 is 
so small as to cast doubt on the reliability of these findings. 

It is interesting to speculate on the shift in hostility which 
occurred. It seems reasonable to assume that the easiest targets for 
parental blame with respect to child problems will be someone outside 
the family circle. Thus, the teacher is a natuial target and during 
the first series receives the brunt of parental criticism. As coun- 
seling progresses, however, and parents look deeper into issues which 
concern the behavior of their children, they look somewhat closer to 
home and the child himself becomes the next target of parental criti- 
cism. It is interesting to speculate on whether or not the trend 
would continue, so that parental faultfinding might eventually be 
turned toward themselves if counseling were carried out long enough 

with a large enough number of groups* 

Responses to Item 5 indicate a clear relationship between counselor 

perceptions of the extent to which group members insisted on a lecture 
approach and the amount of time which parents remained in counseling. 

By the time Series 2 is reached, there are no negative response to this 
item, and during Series 3 there are neither negative nor ambivalent 
responses to it. In this sense, it copies precisely the pattern of 
Items 1 and 2. 

Item No. 6 deals with counselor perceptions of group outcomes. 

These responses appear to be quite frank in that during Series 1 a sub 
stantial number (almost 25%) report negative outcomes. This situation 
changes radically during Series 2, however, with no counselors reporting 
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negative outcomes and about one-fourth reporting fair outcomes. The 
outcomes of Series 3 counseling groups are uniformly reported to be 
excellent. 

Outcomes by District 

In the belief that there might conceivably be differences in coun- 
selor competency from one district to another y results obtained on 
Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups were analyzed by both district 
and series. These outcomes are summarized in Tables 3-B through 3-G. 
Results for Series 3 are not reported, since only four groups went 
through a full three series and thus made an analysis of data by dis- 
trict inappropriate for this series. It should be noted that results 
from Districts E and F have been lumped together on the basis of the 
fact that they actually represent sub-districts of the seime parent 
school district. 

There do appear to be some differences among districts in response 
to Item 1. As might be expected, the range of responses is considerably 
greater in District A, which had the most responses. More significant 
is the fact that there is an essential similarity of response among 
three of the four groups reporting. The main difference is found in 
District D, which had a considerably smaller proportion of positive 
response? to this item. It should be noted in this connection, however, 
that District D Included exclusively high school parents, and the dif- 
ference here may reflect more a difference in level than in counselor 
perceptions or counselor competence. There were considerably higher 
proportions of negative responses among District A respondents and 
District E-F respondents. At the same time, the proportion of positive 
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responses in these two districts was similar to that found for District B. 

During Series 2, there is a pronounced shift in the positive direc- 
tion among all four of the district groups. This shift is less notice- 
able in District E-F, however, than in the other three districts, since 
25% of the responses in this district remained in the "fair" category, 
no other districts report perceptions of this nature. These data 



indicate a striking similarity of response among the four districts. 

Counselor perceptions of interaction among group members from one 
district to jmother differ very little in Series 1. The most striking 
thing about Table 3-C, which reports this variable, is the essential 
similarity among districts, rather than any differences. The same thing 
tends to be true of Series 2, with some slight tendency for Districts A 
and B to be more cautious in stating that interaction took place during 
this series than was true of the other two districts. The small size 
of response N, however, leaves even this small difference open to 

question. 

Table 3-D, dealing with counselor perceptions of hostility, appears 
to reveal more differences than either of the two items thus far uti- 
lized to compare districts. A higher proportion of positive responses 
is seen in District A than in other districts, and District B-C reports 
more negative perceptions than the other three districts during Series 
In line with the general findings already reported, three of the four 
districts report a higher proportion of negative responses during 
Series 2 than Series 3. Inspection of the table relevant to Series 2 
indicates that what appears to happeij^ is that in each district there 
is a move toward a middle position with respect to the perception of 
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hostility. That is to say that both very negative and very positive 
responses tend to decrease, while the middle response tends to increase. 
District differences during Series 2 are quite small. 

Table 3-E reveals quite clearly that in three out of four of the 
district groups, the primary focus of hostility during Series 1 was 
teachers. This is not quite as pronounced in District E-F as in the 
other three districts, although the modal focus in this district was 
also teachers. Apart from teachers, the foci for hostility were 
parents* own children or other group members. In Series 2 there is 
some shift from emphasis on teachers to parents* own children. However, 
the small N makes reliable predictions relative to the dispersion of 
hostility during Series 2 open to question. 

Table 3-F deals with the question of whether tie group insisted 
that the counselor talk or lecture to them. There ere some character- 
istic differences among the four district groups on this particular 
question. Districts A and B both ha’/e well over 50% of their responses 
toward the lower end of the continuum, indicating that there 
was a minimum of insistence on lecture by the parents. While nc dis- 
trict group reported a high percentage of insistence on a lecture 
approach, both D and E-F reported percentages which were considerably 
higher than other districts at this end of the continuum. Fistrict A 
and E-F both have considerably higher variance in reporting on this 
variable, probably due to the fact that Che number of responses was 
higher in these two groups. During the second series, there was a 
definite shift away from emphasis on lecture in all districts, although 
the move in District B was toward the middle of the continuum rather 



r* A 1 17 o o *{ cs ^ 'J’h IT 

x^WlMftOi&AVr Jk. ' — — — **' — ’ 

Group Experience 

than toward the lower end. 

Table 3-G explores the perceptions of counselors with respect to 
Che -.-lative worth of group outcomes. Some rather gross differences 
are seen with respect to this question among the four district groups 
reported. Only District E—F reported more than 50% of its responses 
at the positive end of the continuum (Alternatives 4 and 5). One 
district (D) reported no outcomes at this high a level. District A 
maintains its place as having the highest dispersion of responses, v7ith 
approximately 40% at the positive end but with one-third at the lower 
end of the continuum. Districts D and E-F also reported some results 
at the negative end of the continuim. Following Series 2, negative 
counselor responses drop out completely and meaningful differences do 
DOC exist among the districts reporting. 

Differences among Academic Levels 

I'here are some reasons to believe that counselor responses might 
differ from one academic level to another. For this reason, data were 
analyzed in terms of whether they were being reported for elementary , 
junior high or high school parent groups. No high school results are 
reported for Series 2, because no Series 2 groups were conducted at 
that level. 

Table 3-H reports on counselor responses to Question 1 of the CRSG 
by academic level. The highest proportion of positive responses were 
found at the elementary level, with the lowest proportion of positive 
responses reported at the high school level. A higher proportion of 
negative responses was found at the junior high school level during 
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Series 1. Following Series 2, elementary school responses mcved even 
more strongly in a positive direction, as did the junior high school 
responses* In the latter case, however j an N of two groups mandates 
extreme caution in interpretation. 

Table 3-1 reports school level differences on Question 2, dealing 
with interaction among parents, as negligible. Approxim? ,ely equal 
proportions of responses are found at all three levels for Series 1. 

The same condition holds true for levels repotting after Series 2. 

Table 3-J reports on the question of how much hostility was per- 
ceived by counselors from one level to another. There do appear to be 
some response differences to this item. The high school level reports 
a considerably higher proportion of hostility following Series 1 than 
do either of the other grade levels. Conversely, both the elementary 
and junior high school levels report a considerably lower level of 
hostility than is indicated by high school counselors. Following 
Series 1, higher proportions of hostility are reported, both by the 
junior high and elementary school levels. 

Table 3-K reveals considerable variation among the three levels 
with respect to perceived targets of parental hostility. High school 
group counselors are unanimous in pinpointing teachers as the focus of 
parental hostility during Series 1. At the junior high level teachers 
are the primary focus of hostility, but other group members also share 
as recipients of hostility. At the elementary level teachers form the 
modal focus of parental hostility, but children, other group members 
and, to a lesser extent, the group counselor and even the parent him- 
self are also targets of hostility. Following Series 2, hostility of 
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elementary school parents was directed primarily at teachers or their 
own children, and secondarily at the group counselor. The single junior 
high response after Series 2 indicated that hostility was directed tO” 
ward the children of the members of this group. 

Counselors indicate in Table 3-L that there was less insistence 
on a lecture approach among the elementary school parent groups than 
among either junior high or high school groups during Series 1. Coun- 
selors indicated that during Series 2 there was a decrease in the 
amount of parental insistence on a lecture approach at the elementary 
level. The two groups reporting at the junior high level both selected 
the median response on this item. This represents somewhat of a wove 
toward more, rather than less, of an insistence on lecturing, although 
the N of 2 would not make for stability of prediction. 

Table 3-M indicates that there are rather marked differences among 
the three grade levels with respect to counselor perceived outcomes of 
the groups. Counselors at the elementary level are the most positive 
about group outcomes, while counselors at the high sc.'^ool are least 
positive. At the other end of the continuum, however, junior high 
group counselors who occupy a median position with respect to positive 
responses report the highest proportion of negative responses, followed 
by the counselors at the elementary level. High school counselors take 
a generally median position on this item with a relatively small pro- 
portion of either positive or negative responses. Following Series 2, 
elementary counselors moved completely away from negative responses and 
j, redominantly toward the positive end of the continuum. The same is 
true at the junior high level. 
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TABLE 3-B 

Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups: By District 

(Reported by Percentages) 

Question No. 1: How would you describe rapport in this group? 





No. of 


1 


Series 1 
2 


3 


4 


5 


Dis ■ -ict 


Responses 


Poor Not So Good 


Fair 


Very Good 


Excellent 


A 


27 


3.70 18.51 


7.40 


55.55 


14.81 


B 


5 


0 


0 


20.00 


80.00 


0 


C 

D 


8 


0 


(Data not available) 
0 


62.50 


37.50 


0 


E & F 


13 


0 


15.38 


15.38 


61.53 


7.69 


A 


3 


0 


Series 2 
0 


0 


33.33 


66.66 


B 


4 


0 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


C 


2 


0 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


D 

E & F 


8 


0 


(Did not participate) 
0 


1 

25.00 


37.50 


37.50 
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TABLE 3-C 

Counselor Reactions to Ipecific Groups: By District 

(Reportea by Percentages) 

Question No. 2: Kow nuch interaction was there among parents in this group 



Series 1 



District 


No. of 
Responses 


1 2 
Almost Very 

None Little 


3 

A Fair 
Amount 


4 

Quite 
A Bit 


5 

A Great 
Deal 


A 


27 


3.70 


18.51 


22.22 


33.33 


22.22 


B 


5 


0 


20.00 


20.00 


40.00 


20.00 


C 






(Data not available) 








D 


8 


0 


12.50 


37.50 


50.00 


0 


E & F 


13 


0 


7.69 


38.46 


38.46 


15.38 








Series 2 








A 


3 


0 


0 


33.33 




33.33 


3 


4 


0 


t 


25,00 


j.OO 


0 


C 


2 


0 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


D 






(Did not participate) 






E & F 


8 


0 


0 


0 


75.00 


25.00 
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TABLE 3-D 

Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups; By District 
(Reporte-’ by Percentages) 



Question No= 


3; Kow auch 


hoscility 


was expressed in 


this group 


? 


District 


No. of 
Responses 


1 

Almost 

None 


Series 1 
2 

Very 

Little 


3 

A Fair 
Amount 


4 

Quite 
a Bit 


A 


27 


37.03 


37.03 


7.40 


3.70 


3 


5 


0 


40.00 


20.00 


40.00 


C 




(Data not available) 






D 


8 


12.50 


37.50 


12.50 


37.50 


E & F 


13 


7.69 


46.15 


30.76 


15.38 








Series 2 






A 


3 


66.66 


0 


33.33 


0 


B 


4 


25.00 


25.00 


50.00 


0 


C 


2 


0 


50.00 


50.00 


0 


D 




(Did 


not participate) 






E & F 


8 


25.00 


25.00 


37.50 


12.50 



A Great 
Deal 

14.81 

0 



0 

0 



0 

0 

0 



I 
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TABLE 3-E 

Ccunselor Reactions to Specific Groups: By District 

(Reported by Percentages) 

Question No. 4: (Answer only if answer to Question No. 3 was 3, 4 or 5.) Was 

this hostility directed primarily towards 



District 


No. of 
Responses 


1 

Self 


Series 1 

2 3 

Counselor Teachers 


4 

Own Child 


5 

Other Group 
Members 


A 


8 


0 


0 


37.50 


0 


12.50 


E 


4 


0 


0 


75.00 


25.00 


0 


C 






(Data not a’' 2 ilable) 








D 


4 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


0 


E & ? 


8 


12.50 12.50 


37.50 


12.50 


25.00 








Series 2 








A 


1 


0 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


B 


2 


0 


0 


50.00 


50.00 


0 


C 


1 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


0 


D 






(Did not participate) 






E & F 


4 


0 


25.00 


25.00 


50.00 


0 
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TABLE 3-F 

Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups: By District 

(Reported by Percentages) 



Question No. 


5: Did the 


group seem 


to insist that you talk 


or lecture to 


them? 


District 


No. of 
Responses 


1 

Almost 

None 


Series 1 
2 

Very 

Little 


3 

A Fair 
Amount 


4 

Quite 
a Bit 


5 

A Great 
Deal 


A 


27 


25.92 


33.33 


37.03 


3.70 


0 


B 


5 


0 


60.00 


40.00 


0 


0 


C 




(Bata not available) 








D 


a 


0 


37.50 


50.00 


12.50 


0 


E & F 


13 


15.38 


30.76 


38.46 


7.69 


7.69 








Series 2 








A 


3 


33.33 


66.66 


0 


0 


0 


B 


4 


0 


25.00 


75.00 


0 


0 


C 


2 


0 


50.00 


50.00 


0 


0 


D 




(Did not participate) 








E & F 


8 


12.50 


50.00 


37.50 


0 


0 
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TABLE 3-G 

Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups: By District 

(Reported by Percentages) 

Question No. 6: What is your feeling about outcomes in this group? 



District 


No. of 
Responses 


1 

Poor 


Series 1 
2 

Not So Good 


3 

Fair 


4 

Very Good 


5 

Excellent 


A 


27 


11.11 


22.22 


25.92 


29.62 


11. 1’ 


B 


5 


0 


0 


60.00 


40.00 


0 


C 






(Data not available) 








D 


8 


0 


12.50 


87.50 


0 


0 


E & F 


13 


0 


15.38 


23.07 


53.84 


. 7.69 








Series 2 








A 


3 


0 


0 


33.33 


33.33 


33.33 


B 


4 


0 


0 


25.00 


75.00 


0 


C 


2 


0 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


D 






(Did not participate) 






E & F 


8 


0 


0 


25.00 


37.50 


37.50 
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Group Experience 

TABLE 3-H 





Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups: 
(Reported by Percentages) 


By Grade 


Level 




Question No. 


1: How would 


you describe rapport in this group? 






Grade Level 


No. of 
Responses 


1 

Poor 


Series 1 
2 

Not So Good 


3 

Fair 


4 

Very Good 


5 

Excellent 


Elementary 


21 


0 


9.52 


14.28 


66.66 


9.52 


Junior High 


20 


5.00 


25.00 


5.00 


50.00 


15.00 


High School 


12 


0 


0 


50.00 


50.00 


0 








Series 2 








Elementary 


15 


0 


0 


6.66 


66.66 


26.66 


Junior High 


2 


0 


0 


50.00 


0 


50.00 








TABLE 3-1 








Question No. 


2 : How much 


Interaction was there among parents 


in this group 


7 


Grade Level 


No- of 
Responses 


Series 1 
1 2 
Almost Very 

None Little 


3 

A Fair 
Amount 


4 

(Juite 
a Bit 


5 

A Great 
Deal 


Elementary 


21 


4.76 


9.52 


28,57 


33.33 


23.80 


Junior High 


20 


0 


20.00 


25.00 


40.00 


15.00 


High School 


12 


0 


16.66 


33.33 


41.66 


8.33 








Series 2 








Elementary 


15 


0 


0 


13.33 


66.66 


20.00 


Junior High 


2 


0 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 
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TABLE 3-J 



Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups: By Grade Level 

(Reported by Percentages) 

Question No. 3: How much hostility was expressed in this group? 

Series 1 

12 3 4 



Grade Level 


No . of 
Responses 


Almost 

None 


Very 

Little 


A Fair 
Amount 


Quite 
a Bit 


A Great 
Deal 


Elementary 


21 


14.28 


52.38 


19.04 


9.52 


4.76 


Junior High 


20 


40.00 


30.00 


10.00 


5.00 


15.00 


High School 


12 


8.33 


33.33 


16.86 


41.66 


0 








Series 2 








Elementary 


15 


28.66 


26.66 


46.66 


0 


0 


Junior High 


2 


50.00 


0 


0 


50.00 


0 



:ri 
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TABLE 3-K 

Question No. 4: (Asswer only if answer to Question No. 3 was 3, 4 or 5.) Was this 

hostility directed primarily towards 



Grade Level 


No. of 
Responses 


1 

Seif 


Series 1 
2 

Counselor 


3 

xcauitCLC 


4 

VrWAA VAA.fc*«« 


5 

Other Group 
Members 


Elementary 


11 


9.09 


9.09 


45.45 


18.18 


18.18 


Junior High 


6 


0 


0 


83.33 


0 


16.66 


High School 


7 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


0 








Ser". ;s 2 








Elementary 


i 


0 


14.28 


42.85 


42.85 


0 


Junior High 


1 


0 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 



I 
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TABLE 3-L 



Question No. 


Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups: By Grade Level 

(Reported by Percentages) 

5: Did the group seem to insist that you talk or lectme to 


them? 


Grade Level 


No. of 


1 

Almost 


Series 1 
2 

Very- 


3 

A Fair 


4 

Quite 


5 

A Great 




Resi’Cr.ses 


None 


Little 


Amount 


a Bit 


Deal 


Elementary 


21 


33.33 


28.57 


28.57 


4.76 


4.76 


Junior High 


20 


10.00 


40.00 


45.00 


5.00 


0 


High School 


12 


0 


41.66 


50.00 


8.33 


0 


Elementary 


15 


13.33 


Series 2 
53.33 


33.33 


0 


0 


Junior High 


2 


0 


0 


100.00 


0 


0 


Question No. 


6; What is 


TABLE 3-M 

your feeling about outcomes in this 


group? 




Grade Level 


No. of 


1 


Series 1 
2 


3 


4 


5 




Responses 


Poor 


Not So Good 


Fair 


Very Good 


Excellent 


Elementary 


21 


9.52 


9.52 


28.57 


42.85 


9.52 


Junior High 


20 


5.00 


30.00 


25.00 


30.00 


10.00 


High School 


12 


0 


8.33 


75.00 


16.66 


0 


Elementary 


15 


0 


Series 2 
0 


20.00 


60.00 


20.00 


Junior High 


2 


0 


0 


50.00 


0 


50.00 



Chapter 4 

Interrelationships between Parent and Coxmselor Responses 

The problem of validating either counselor or client perceptions 
of counseling is an old one and one that continues to plague the re~ 
searcher in this field. One way of attempting to validate such per- 
ceptions is to attempt to determine the extent to which they are 
Interrelated. This is admittedly not in any sense a final test of the 
va3.idity of such perceptions. On the other hand, failure to find any 
relationship between such perceptions could certainly indicate that 
counselor and client were not living in the same perceptual world. 

The data intercorrelated included the objective items from Coun- 
selor Responses to Specific Groups, General Counselor Reactions and the 
Post-Series Reaction Sheets completed by the parents. These data were 
Intercorrelated in two ways. First, the group means on the Post-Series 
Reaction Sheet were correlated with the items from the General Counselor 
Reactions Jind Counselor Responses to Specific Groups. In addition, the 
responses of individuals in each of the groups were correlated with 
counselor responses. Through utilization of the latter technique, 
relationships which might be covered through utilization of mean re- 
sponses can be discerned. In addition, the items on these three instru- 
ments were intercorrelated both with and without the inclusion of data 
from the high school groups . Exclusion of the high school groups does 
not markedly reduce the total N and is justified on the basis of the 
fact that such groups met for different numbers of meetings and for a 
different purpose than did the elementary and junior high school groups. 
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Correlations between Group Means of 
Parent and Counselor Responses 

Table 4-A reports the correlations between the Post-Series Reaction 
Sheet mean scores for each group and the Counselor Responses to Specific 
Groups. There are no correlations significant at the .05 level. How- 
ever, there are four relationships significant between the .05 and .10 
level. Item 4 of the PSRS and Items 2 and 3 of the CRSG correlate sig- 
nificantly at this level. This finding indicates an inverse relation- 
ship between counselor perceptions of the quantity of interaction among 
parents in the group, counselor perceptions of amount of hostility 
expressed in the group and parental willingness to recommend partici- 
pation in a similar group to their friends. Item 6 of the CRSG is 
significantly correlated with Item 2 of the PSRS, indicating that 
counselors' general positiveness 'bout outcomes is related to parent 
perceptions of the lack of negative results. 

Table 4-B reports Intercorrelations between items of the PSRS and 
the GCR. In this instance, certain substantial correlations are found. 
Item 1 on the GCR and Item 2 on the PSRS are significantly correlated 
at the .05 level. This finding indicates a significant relationship 
between the mean responses of parent groups* perceptions of lack of 
negative results from group participation and counselor willingness to 
recommend group work with parents as an effective technique. There is 
also a significant correlation between Item 2 on the GCR and Item 2 
of the PSRS. This outcome denotes a positive relationship between 
counselor feeling with respect to introducing parent group counseling 
as > ''art of a regular guidance program and the perceptions of parent 
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groups with respect to lacV of negative results from group participa- 
ti an. 

Table ^-C reports correlations between items of the PSRS and CRSG, 
with the high school sample eliminated. The pattern of correlation 
is identicil to those found in Table A-A, with the exception th. - Item 1 
of the PSRS and Item 1 of the CRSG are also related at the .10 level 
in Table A-C. This finding indicates positive relationship between 
the counselors’ perceptions of rapport in the group and the parent 
groups' perception of helpfulness of the group 'xperience. 

Table A-D reports intercorrelations between the PSRS and CRSG for 
Series 2. Three significant correlations appear in this table. These 
are found in tne relationships which exist between Item 2 on the CRSG 
and Items 2, 3 and A on the PSRS. These correlations indicate rela- 
tionships between counselor perceptions of interaction and parental 
perceptions of negative results, perceived changes in child behavior 
and parental reluctance to recommend participation in a similar group 
to friends. It appears that the item dealing with counselor percep- 
tions of interaction in the group is highly predictive of certain 
parental group responses, although not in the direction which would 
ordinarily be assumed, ^^hen counselor perceptions of group interaction 
are high, the group's perception of negative results are higher and 
there is a decline in the willingness of group participants to recom- 
mend participation in a similar group to friends. At the same time, 
the group's perception of behavior changes in children increases. This 
is a puzzling phenomenon that may indicate that the groups were sub- 
jectively more satisfied with more directive, structured counselors 
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actions with respect to their children which resulted in behavior 
changes. This finding clearly deserves further study. 

i Correlations between Individual Means of 

Parent and Counselor Responses; Series 1 

The tesults of intercorrelating items from the CRSG with those of 
the individual parents PSRS are indicated in Table 4-E. The number 
of significant correlations is considerably higher in this table than 
was found for group correlations which were reported in Tables 4-A 
and 4-C. This is probably due to the considerably larger N, and only 
relationships significant at the .05 level or below are reported. Six 
correlations at the .01 level and two correlations significant at the 
.05 level are reflected in Table ‘ S. One item of the PSRS (Item 3) 
and one item of the CRSG (Iter. 3) fail to correlate significantly 
; with any other item. Item 1 of the PSRS was correlated with three 

' items from the CRSG. These were Items 1, 2 and 6. This finding in- 

dicates significant relationsnips between the individual parent’s 
perceptions of the helpfulness of the group on ora hand, and coun- 
selor perceptions of rapport, interaction and counselor feelings 
about group outcomes on the other. Item 2 of the PSRS was alsc 
correlated with three items of the CRSG. These correlations indicate 
positive relationships between this item and Items 1 and 6 of the 
CRSG and a negative relationship between Item 2 of the PSRS and Item 5 
of the CRSG. Parent perceptions of lack of negative responses are 
related to counselor perceptions of rapport in the group and to coun- 
selor perceptions of general group outcomes. There is also a rela- 
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tionship between indiviauax paieiu- — j, 

r:;sults and counselor perceptions of group insistence that they talk 

or lecture to the group. 

Item 3a cf the PSRS -orrelates with Item 2 of the CRSG. This 
binding indicates that the higher the counselor perceived interaction 
to be among parents in the group, the more parents tended to perceive 
changes in their child’s behavior had been for the worse rather than 
for the better. Item 4 of the PSRS correlates with both Item 1 and 
Item 6 cf the CRSG. This indicates a significant relationship between 
the willingness of parents to recommend participation in a similar 



group to friends and counselor perceptior ’ of ra, port and general 
feelings about outcomes in a particular group. 

It is only possible to speculate on the reasons why high perceived 
interaction on the part of counselors is related to parent perceptions 



of negative results and a lack of willingness on the part of parents 
to recommend participation in similar groups to thuir frienas. It is 
possible thar, inexperienced group counselors are too hasty in attempt- 
ing to promote group interaction and that they fail to establish the 
rapport that is necessary before stimulating interaction. In so doing, 
they may, in the eyes of the parent participants, abdicate leadership 
and promote the development of a group atmosphere which is essen- 
tially leaderiess and unstructured. Considering the setting in which 
counseling is taking place and the reasons which most parents have for 



participating, such a development would not be expected to have a 
favorable impact on the group. The results might well be negative in 
terms of participant perceptions. 
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Table ^>-F reports the strength of relationships existing between 
GCR and individual PSRS responses. Item 1 of the GCR correlates with 
Items 1 and 2 of the individual PSRS. These outcomes indicate a rela- 
tionship between counselor willingness to recommend wording with parent 
groups as an effective technique and the individual parent perceptions 
of the helpfulness of the groups and lack of negative results stemming 
from their group participation. 

Item 2 of the GCR correlates at the .05 level with Item 2 of the 
PSRS, indicating a relationship between counselor desire to see a pro- 
gram of parent group counseling Introduced in their own systems and 
individual parent perceptions of lack of negative results stemming from 
participation in group cotmsellng. No significant correlations were 
found between Item 3 of the GCR and any of the items of the PSRS. 

Correlation between Counselor and Parent 
Perceptions by Individuals: Series 2 

Table 4-G reports the results between individual PSRS and the CRSG 
for Series 2. Fever correlations are found between parent and counselor 
perceptions in Series 2 than in Series 1. This is probably due in part 
to a marked decrease in variance of response from Series 1 to Series 2 
for both counselors and parents , as well as to a decrease in the number 
of responses. Three significant correlations are found, all of them 
related to Item 3 of the individual PSRS. This item correlates with 
Items 2, 3 and 6 of the CRSG. These findings indicate a significant 
degree of relationship between the individual parent perceptions of 
changes in child behavior around the home and counselor perceptions of 
the amount of interaction among parents, lack of hostility expressed in 
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the groups, and general feelings about group outcomes. 

There is a distinct shift in the nature of significant correlations 
between Series 1 (Table 4-E) and Series 2 (Table 4-G) . During Series 1, 
affective rather than behavioral indices are foiind to be intercorrelated. 
Following Series 2, the sigi.ificant correlations are found between parent 
and counselor perceptions of actual behavioral change. Thus, it appears 
that the longer parents and counselors are exposed to group counseling » 
the more do they tend to view outcomes in terms of behavior change, 
rather than in terms of liking or disliking the experience. 

Table indicates the outcomes obtained from correlating items 
from the GCR with those of the PSRS following Series 2. In this instance, 
Item 3 of the GCR was found to be correlated with Items 1 and 4 of the 
PSRS. These results indicate sigtiificant relationships between coun- 
selor perceptions of the impact of group work on the children of parti- 
cipating parents and parent perceptions of the helpfulness of *•''6 group 
discussions and the willingness of parents to recouimend participation 
in a similar group to their friends. 
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TABLE 4-A 

Correlations between Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups 
and Post-Series Reaction Sheet 



CRSG 

Variable jL 

X 

N=43 

1 .217 

2 .100 

3 .042 

5 .035 

6 .179 



Responses by Groups 



Series 1 


PSRS 


2 


3 


X 


X 


N=43 


N=43 


.222 


~.0G0 


.123 


-.170 


-.101 


-.086 


-.231 


.135 


.288* 


-.175 



3a 

X 

N=24 


4 

X 

N=43 


.138 


-.203 


.215 


.298* 


-.214 


.269* 


-.152 


.108 


.254 


.141 



TABLE 4~B 

Correlations between General Counselor Reactions 
and Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Groups 

Series 1 



GCR 






PSRS 






Variable 


1 


2 


3 


3a 


4 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




N=31 


N=31 


N=31 


N=17 


N=31 


1 


.125 


.383** 


-.244 


-.253 


■ 088 


2 


-.003 


, 380** 


-.262 


-.210 


.114 


3 


.093 


.267 


-.185 


,263 


.269 



^Significant at .10 level 
**Signif icant at .05 level 
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TABLfi 4-C 

Correlations between Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups 
and Post-Series P.eactlon Sheet 
Responses by Groups 
(High School Group Out) 

Series 1 



CRSG 



PSRS 



I'i 



Variable 


1 


1 


3 


3a 


4 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




N=38 


N=38 


U 

00 


N=23 


N=38 


1 


.284* 


.211 


-.038 


.x22 


-.233 


2 


.151 


.094 


-.199 


.225 


.324** 


3 


-.031 


-.154 


-.070 


-.189 


.310* 


5 


.009 


-.239 


.176 


-.163 


.131 


6 


.190 


.289* 


-.165 


.249 


.153 



TABLE 4-D 



■A 



Correlations between Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups 
and Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Responses by Groups 



CRSG 

Variable 



1 

2 



1 

X 

N=15 

.071 

-..232 



Series 2 





PSRS 






2 


3 


3a 


4 


X 


X 


X 


X 


N=15 


N=15 


N=15 


N=15 


-.115 


.339 


-.100 


.023 


-.464* 


.449* 


-.055 


.497* 



3 


.253 


.008 


-.288 


-.069 


-.266 


5 


-.089 


-.172 


-.230 


-.080 


-.272 


6 


I 

• 

o 


-.247 


.364 


.000 


.372 



*Signif leant at .10 level 

**Signlf leant at .05 level 
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TABLE A-E 

Correlations between Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups 
and Post-Series Reactior.\ Sheet 
Individual Parent Responses 

Series 1 



CRSG 


1 


2 


PSRS 

3 


3a 


4 




N=312 


N=312 


N=312 


N=71 


N=312 


1 


.223** 


,141- 


.060 


.135 


-.193** 


2 


.138* 


.056 


-.012 


.242* 


-.046 


3 


.001 


-.051 


-.064 


-.098 


.046 


5 


-.012 


-.148** 


.084 


-.122 


-.005 


6 


.218** 


.155** 


-.013 


.180 


-.152** 



TABLE 4-F 

Correlations between General Counselor Reactions 
and Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Individual Parent Responses 

Series 1 



GCR 


1 


2 


PSRS 

3 


3a 


4 




N=171 


N=17i 


N=171 


N=33 


N=171 


1 


.167* 


. 204** 


-.095 


-.160 


-.115 


2 


.135 


.198* 


-.109 


-.143 


-.093 


3 


.129 


.142 


-.015 


.217 


-.072 



*Signif leant at .05 level 

**Signif leant at .01 level 
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Correlations between Counselor Reactions to Specific Groups 
and Post-Series Reaction Sheet 
Individual Parent Responses 

Series 2 



CRSG 


1 


2 


PSRS 

3 


3a 


4 




N=100 


N=’00 


N=100 


N=30 


N=100 


1 


.088 


-.051 


.164 


-.121 


-.080 


2 


-.063 


-.133 


.240* 


-.058 


O 

O 

• 

1 


3 


.175 


-.013 


-.196* 


,036 


-.186 


5 


-.001 


-.130 


-.116 


-.042 


-.054 


6 


.084 


-.107 


.197* 


-.070 


-.030 



GCR 



1 

2 

3 



TABLE 4-H 

Correlations between General Counselor Reactions 
and Post-Series Reaction Sh( t 
Individual Parent Responses 

Series 2 

PSRS 



1 


2 


3 


3a 


4 


N»57 


N»57 


N*57 


N=12 


N-57 


-.142 


-.055 


-.075 


.000 


.089 


-.142 


-.055 


-.075 


.000 


.089 


■ .472** 


.187 


.196 


.000 


-.336** 






i 



*Significant at .05 level 
**f>ignif leant at .01 level 
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Actual parent attendance at meetings is a firm behavioral index 
which can be utilized in several ways. First, it can be used to de- 
termine the extent to which parent interest was sustained throughout 
the course of the groups. Second, the in^errelation3hips between 
attendance patterns and parent and counselor responses to the post 
experimental instruments should indicate whether or not there is a 
relationship between parent and counselor perceptions and attendance 
at specific meetings or at more or fewer meetings. In an indirect 
sense, attendance is a chock on the validity of parent and counselor 
responses. 

Tables 5-A and 5-B report the percentage of parents who attended 
each of the five meetings of Series 1 and th _ four meetings of Series 2. 
Study of these tables will indicate that at no point did 100% of the 
parents attend any given meeting. This means that parents came to 
later meetings who did not attend the first meeting. 

The most precipitous decline in attendance followed Meeting 1 of 
Series 1. Unfortunately, it is impossible to ascribe this decline 
solely to the nature of the groups, since Meeting 1 was used to collect 
certain pre-experim^tal data from the parents. The decline in atten- 
dance from Meeting 1 to Meeting 2 may be due in large measure to nega- 
tive parental feelings about having completed several instruments 
which probed some fairly sensitive attitudes. The decline in atten- 
dance from Meeting 2 to Meeting 5 of Series 1 was just 50%. 



O 
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While the proportion of attendance at Meeting No. 1 of the second series 
is almost identical to that of Meeting No. 1 of the first series, there 
was not, during any of the four sessions of Series 2, the precipitous 
decline in attendance which was apparent throughout Series 1. Atten- 
dance at the last meeting of Series 2 was twice as high as that achieved 
during the last meeting of Series 1. 

It would appear that parents who attended the second series had 
more or less firmly made up their minds about the worth of participation 
in parent group counseling, and the actual decline in attendance from 
Meeting 1 to Meeting 4 of the second series was only 15%; whereas the 
decline in attendance from the first to the last meeting of Series 1 
was 48%. 

Interrelationships between Parent Attendance and 
Subjective Parent Reactions to Group Participation 

Table 5-C reflects the parent responses to the Post-Series Reaction 
Sheet following Series 1. The data are broken down by the number of 
meetings attended by each participant who completed the PSRS. On Item 1 
there is a clear trend for parents who participated in more meetings to 
respond more positively than those who attended fewer times. 

The results of Item 2 indicate a somewhat different picture. In 
this instance, there is a slight increase in the number of both posi- 
tive and negative responses, with a consequent move away from neutral 
responses. This outcome may indicate that as the proportion of meetings 
attended increased, the responses of participants became more highly 



differentiated. 
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^l 1 at oarents tend to perceive a much 

ww * 

higher proportion of change in their children’s behavior as Cheir par- 
ticipation in the group increased. Whether these represent only per- 
ceived changes or actual changes is impossible to determine, but there 
does seem to be greater awareness of child behavior among those who par- 
ticipated in a larger number of sessions. 

Data resulting from Item 3a indicate that a more differentiated 
response is made by parents as their exposure to the groups is Increasedo 
The absolute number of positive responses increased markedly with group 
exposure from a low of three to a high of 29. Interpretation of re- 
sponses for those who attended relatively few meetings is made difficult 
by the low number of rtspon&es and the presumable lack of reliability 

which accompanies the low response total. 

On Item 4 there is a definite, almost linear, increase in positive 
response from parents who attended only one out of five sessions through 

those who attended five out of five. 

The relationship of parent responses to the PSRS and number of meet- 
ings attended for Series 2 is reflected in Table 5-D. Responses to 
Question 1 are, in contrast with results obtained for the first series, 
definitely positive from the outset. There is a trend for parent re- 
sponses to become both more positive and slightly more negative as atten- 
dance increases, with a consequent move away from the neutral position. 

The results obtained on Question 2 of Series 2 are most interest- 
ing in that there is a slight tendency for those who came to three or 
four sessions to perceive more bad outcome than those who came to only 
one or two. While the total response is still markedly positive, there 
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Is ■nevertheles-s definite tendency for th^se who attended three or four 
meetings to increase either in their ambivalence, toward or their nega- 
tive feelings toward outcomes occurring as a result of their participa- 
tion in the group. This may possibly grow out of the fact that parents 
who continued for the second series were those whose children had more 
serious problems, and they may have been disappointed if the groups 
did not assist materially in resolving fairly serious problems. 

On the other hand. Item 3 clearly indicates that those who came 
t ■> a larger number of meetings perceived more changes in their chil- 
dren s behavior. Responses to this item in the second series are 
generally more positive than responses to the same item in the first 
series . 

The changes perceived by parents who participated in Series 2 were, 
with the exception of a single response, all for the better. There is 
no relationship between time spent in the groups and the positiveness 
or negativeness of perceived behavior outcomes. On the other hand^ there 
is a definite increase in the absolute number of positive responses from 
those who attended only one session hrough those who attended all four 
sessions. Responses to this item following Series 2 were much more 
positive than following Series 1. 

Responses to Item 4 do not differentiate among those who attended 
different numbers of group counseling sessions during Series 2. Par- 
ticipation was recommended by all but two individuals, both of whom 
stayed for only one out of four sessions. Responses to this item 
during Series 2 are generally more positive than responses to the same 
item following Series 1. 
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In comparing outcomes from Series 1 with those obtained from 
Series 2, it appears that two things happen with longer participation. 
The first and most obvious thing which occurs is that responses to the 
group sessions are more positive from the outset and tend to become 
even more positive with increased participation. The second thing 
which happens, and which is more difficult to illustrate, is that in- 
creased participation in the groups does, on some items, bring about 
an increased differentiation of response. Thus, on some items, while 
the general trend is towards more positive response, there is at the 
same time an increase in negative response. In these instances, of 
course, there is a move away from the neutral response. 

Correlations between Group Attendance and 
Post-Series Reaction Sheets 

Still another way of examining the attendance data in its rela- 
tionship to parent response is to correlate attendance at a specific 
meeting with parent perceptions of the group experience. Tables 5-E 
through 5-H reflect the data when analyzed in this way. Tables 5-E 
and 5-F represent correlations based on group means, while Tables 5-G 
and 5-H are correlations based on individual responses. 

Table 5-E indicates the relationship between attendance nt group 
counseling sessions during Series 1 and responses to the Post-Series 
Reaction Sheet. Six significant correlations were obtained on two 
items. These were Item No. 1 dealing with perceptions of the help- 
fulness of group discussions and Item No. 3a which reflects whether 
perceived behavior changes in children were for the better or the 
worse. There is a significant relationship between attendance at 
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Correlations very close to significance were also reflected in atten- 
dance at Meeting No. 5 and the total atunber of meetings attended by 
parents. Significant correlations between positive perceptions of be- 
havioral outcomes (Item 3a) and attendance at Meeting No. 3 and 
Meeting No. 5 were obtained. Significant correlation between outcomes 
on the sane item and the total number of meetings attended, number at 
the first group and number at the last group were also obtained. 

Table 5-F reports correlations obtained following Series 2 between 
attendance at a specific session and the PSRS. During Series 2 only 
one significant correlation was obtained. This was a negative relation- 
ship between group attendance at the first meeting and Item 3a. A 
major problem in attaining significant correlation during Series 2 was 
the low N. requiring a high correlation tc achieve significance. 

Tables 5-G and 5-H reflect relationship between individual parent 
responses to the Post— Series Reaction Sheet and attendance at the 
groups. During Series 1 only Items 1 and 4 reflect any significant 
correlation between attendance at a specific meeting and parent response. 
Item 1 reflects a significant and steadily increasing correlation be- 
ginning with the second meeting and going through the fifth meeting. 
There is also a significant relationship between Item 1 and the average 
number of meetings attended. 

Significant relationships exist between Item 4 and attendance at 
Meeting Nos. 4 and 5, as well as average number of meetings attended. 

It thus appears that during the first series attendance at the first 
meeting does not predict parent response to any of the items on the 
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PSRS. This is understandable since this meeting 






used for data collection. Attendance at later meetings is predictive 
of both parent perceptions of the helpfulness o£ group counseling and 
of the willingness of parents to recommend such participation tc friends. 

Results obtained during Series 2 are similar in many respects to 
those obtained during Series 1. Responses to both Items 1 and 4 are 
again sigr*ificantly correlated with attendance at later group sessions 
(No. 3 and 4). In this instance, however, they are also significantly 
correlated with attendance at the first session. This may well be in- 
dicative of the commitment or expectation brought to Series 2 by 
parents who had already participated in Series 1. 

Additional items attain significance during Series 2. Item No. 2 
dealing with perceptions of negative results becomes significantly 
correlated at the fourth meeting (the perceptions of negative results 
decrease), as does Item No. 3 dealing with parent perceptions of changes 
in child behavior. In addition. Item 3a is significantly correlated 
with attendance at the first meeting of Series 2 and with the average 
number of meetings attended. It appears that participation later in 
the second series is highly related to parent perceptions of positive 
outcomes. It is also apparent that there is a relationship between 
positive parent perceptions and the average number of meetings attended. 



Relationships betr./een Parent Attendance 
Patterns and Counselor Perceptions 

Tables 5-1 and 5-J reflect correlations between parent attendance 

at specific meetings and counselor reactions to specific groups. Three 

items from the counselor form correlate significantly with attendance 
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variables. These are Items 1, 2 and 6. Two significant correlations 
are found between Item 1 and attendance variables. These occur in 
connection with Meeting No. 4 and the number of persons in attendance 
at the last meeting. There appears to be a relationship between coun- 
selor perceptions of rapport and attendance later in the group sessions. 

There is a correlation between Item 2 and attendance at Meeting No. 3. 
It should be pointed out that relatively high correlations are obtained 
between Item 2 and attenaance at Meetings 4 and 5, as well as the num- 
ber of individuals attending the last session. There does appear, then, 
to be a relationship between counselor perceptions of group interaction 
and attendance, particularly following the first two sessions. 

Item 6 dealing with counselor feelings about outcomes is signifi- 
cantly correlated with attendance at Meeting Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5, as 
well as with the numb-^-r of persons who attended the last meeting. Thus, 
counselors do appear to equate the number of persons in attendance with 
positiveness of group outcomes. 

Table No. 5-J reflects correlations between attendance variables 
and counselor perceptions of group outcomes for Series 2. Only two 
significant correlations are reflected by this entire table. It should 
be pointed out that one of the problems here, as with previous corre- 
lations, has been the highly restricted range of response which is 
sometimes reflected. This tends to be especially true during the 
second jeries. Item 3 is negatively correlated with the number who 
attended the first group meeting of the second series. This must be 
interpreted to mean that high attendance was equated by the counselors 
as indicative of low hostility during the first session. The only 
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other significant correlation occurred between Item 6 and the number 
of persons attending the last group session. This would appear to in- 
dicate a strong relationship between counselor perceptions of group 
outcomes and attendance at the last group meeting. 

During Series 1 there are a number of significant correlations 
between certain attendance variables and certain counselor perceptions. 
It seems reasonable to say that these relationships tend to be stronger 
toward the end of the series rather than at the beginning. During 
Series 2 there are many fewer significant correlations, primarily due 
to the invariance of counselor response which tended to be skewed in 
a highly positive direction. The counselors do appear to relate posi- 
tiveness of group outcomes with attendance, particularly later in the 
series. It should also be mentioned that counselor perceptions of the 
concepts of rapport and interaction are also related to attendance 
during Series 1. 

Table 5-K reflects correlations bet^^een general counselor reactions 
and attendance patterns for Series 1. A simila" table was not prepared 
foj Series 2 due to the low N, which would make the correlations essen™ 
tially meaningless. Only one significant correlation is reflected in 
Table 5-K. This is the correlation between attendance at Meeting No. 4 
and i:tem No. 3 of the General Counselor Reaction Sheeti which reflects 
counselor opinions on whether the group work had any impact on the 
children of participating parents. The similar correlation for Meeting 
No. 3 and for Meeting No. 5 is also high, but neither is significant. 

It does appear that there is a relationship between parent attendance 
at later group sessions and counselor perceptions of whether or not 
the group work had an impact on children. 
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TABLE 5-A 



Percentage 


of Attendance 


at Meetings of Series 1 


(Elementary and Junior High School Only) 




Meeting 






S.D. 


Numher 


N 


X 


1 


305 


79.67^ 




2 


805 


60.70 


16.50 


3 


805 


^7.53 


22.95 


k 


805 


39.^7 


23.10 


5 


IT\ 

o 

CO 


31.91 


22.83 



TABLE 5-B 



Percentage of Attendance at Meetings of Series 2 



Number 


N 


X 


S.D. 


1 


202 


78.26^ 


19.77^ 


2 


202 


69.65 


22.12 


3 


202 


64-. 52 


21.01 


h 


202 


63.76 


21.93 



I 
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OiABIE 5-C* 

Post- Series Reaction Sheet 
Series 1 












Question No. 1: Do you feel that the group discussions have been help- 

ful to you? 



No. of 



Meetings 

Attended 


N 


Not at all 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Very much so 


1 of 5 


25 




28.0 


36.0 


8.0 


16.0 


12.0 




2 of 5 


38 




13.2 


31.6 


23.7 


15.8 


15.8 




3 of 5 


66 




9.1 


28.8 


19.7 


21.2 


21.2 




4 of 5 


86 




1.2 


15.1 


27.9 


30.2 


25.6 




5 of 5 


93 




.0 


12.9 


26.9 


25.8 


34.4 




Question No. 


2: 


Have there been bad 
ticipation in group 


or negative results from 
discxissions? 


your par- 


No. of 


















Meetings 

Attended 


N 


Very mvich so 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Not at all 


1 of 5 


26 




.0 


.0 


3.8 


15.4 


80.8 




2 of 5 


38 




2.6 


.0 


10.5 


2.6 


8i».2 




j of 5 


65 




.0 


.0 


3.1 


12.3 


84.6 




4 cf 5 


86 




.0 


2.3 


3.5 


l4.0 


80,2 




5 of 5 


93 




.0 


3.2 


5.4 


8.6 


82.8 




Question No, 


. 3: 


Have there been any recent changes in your child* s 
behavior stround hcflue and other out- of- school situations? 


No. of 
Meetings 
Attended 


N 


Not at all 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Very much so 


1 of 5 


26 




61.5 


23.1 


11.5 


3.8 


.0 




2 of 5 


37 




45.9 


32.4 


16.2 


5.4 


.0 




3 of 5 


65 




56.9 


24.6 


6.2 


9.2 


3.1 




4 of 5 


85 




43.5 


22.4 


24.7 


4.7 


4.7 




5 of 5 


92 




51.1 


21.7 


16.3 


8.7 


2.2 













*R«jported by percentages. 

, 
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TABLE 5-C (Cont’d) 



Question No. 3a: 


If you checked 3> 
for the better or 


4 or 5 above, have 
worse? 


these changes been 


No. of 








Meetings 

Attended 


N 


Better 


Worse 


1 of 5 


3 


100.0 


.0 


2 of 5 


6 


83.3 


ON 

• 


3 of 5 


11 


100.0 


.0 


4 of 5 


29 


82.8 


17.2 


5 of 5 


27 


88.9 


11.1 


Question No. k: 


Would you rscoamtend participation in a similar group 
to friends who have children with academic problems? 


No. of 
Meetings 
Attended 


N 


Yes 


No 


1 of 5 


26 


7^'.9 


23.1 


2 of 5 


37 


83.8 


16.2 


3 of 5 


a 


90.6 


9.4 


4 of 5 




97.6 


2.k 


5 of 5 


93 


95.7 
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TABLE 

Post" Series Reaction Sheet 
Series 2 



Question No. 1; Do you feel that the group discussions have been help- 
ful to you? 

No. of 



Meetings 

Attended 


N 


Not at all 1 


2 


345 


Very much sc 


1 of 4 


8 


25.0 


.0 


37.5 25.0 12.5 




2 of 4 


13 


.0 


.0 


46.2 23.1 30.8 




3 of 4 


26 


.0 


.0 


26.9 42.3 30.8 




4 of 4 


35 


.0 


2.9 


2.9 42.9 51.4 




Question No. 


2: 


Have there been bad 
ticipation in group 


or negative results from 
discussions? 


your par- 


No. of 












Meetings 

Attended 


N 


Very much so 1 


2 


345 


Not at all 


1 of 4 


8 


.0 


.0 


.0 37.5 62.5 




2 of 4 


13 


.0 


.0 


.0 7.7 92.3 




3 of 4 


26 


.0 


.0 


3.8 11.5 84.6 




4 of 4 


34 


2.9 


.0 


8.8 2.9 85.3 




Question No. 


. 3: 


Have there been any receat changes in yo\ir child's 
hehavioi’ around home and other out- of- school situations? 


No. of 
Meetings 
Attended 


N 


Not at all 1 


2 


345 


Very much so 


1 of 4 


8 


75.0 


12.5 


12.5 .0 .0 




2 of 4 


13 


38.5 


15.4 


23.1 15.4 7-7 




3 of 4 


26 


42.3 


23.1 


15.4 11.5 7.7 




4 of 4 


33 


33.3 


33.3 


18.2 15.2 .0 





*Re.ported by psrcehtages. 



O 
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rpA-niT? c;^n 
«*>*» * , 



Question No. 3 a-: 


If yov. checked 3 > 
for the better or 


4 or 5 above, have 
worse i 


these changes bei 


No. of 
Meetings 


Attended 


N 


Better 


worse 


1 of i^• 


1 


.0 


100.0 


2 of 4 


5 


100,0 


.0 


3 of 4 


8 


100.0 


.0 


4 of 4 


9 


100.0 


.0 


Question No. 4 : 


Would you reccmmend participation in s. similar group 
to friends who have children with academic problems? 


No. of 
Meetings 


Attended 


N 


Yes 


NO 


1 of 4 


8 


75.0 


25.0 



2 of ^ 13 100.0 .0 



3 of 4 


26 


100.0 


4 of 4 


35 


100.0 



.0 



.0 
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TABLE 5-E 

Post- Series Reaction Sheet: 
Correlations with Attendance Variable.s 
P.esponses by Groups 

Series 1 



Meeting 

No. 


1 


Question No. 
2 3 


3a 


4 




FthO 


1^40 


n= 4 o 


»=25 


N=4 o 


1 


0.156 


-0.162 


-0.027 


0.210 


-0.168 


2 


-0.007 


-0.044 


-0.055 


0.225 


-0.054 


3 


-0.010 


-0.029 


-0.146 


0.374* 


0,198 


k 


0.335^ 


0.169 


0.03.2 


0.226 


0.067 


5 


0.300 


0.015 


0.010 


0.422** 


-0.033 


Ave. Number 
Mtgs. Att» 


0.302 


0.003 


-o.o 47 


0.4i4** 


-0.020 


N at First 
Group 


0.206 


-0.158 


-0.090 


0.349* 


o.o4o 


N at Last 
Group 


0.231 


0.115 


-0.007 


0.448** 


0.057 



TABLE 5”F 

Post- Series Reaction Sheet: 
Correlations with Attendance Variables 
Responses by Groups 

Series 2 



Meeting 

No. 


1 

n=i 8 


Question No. 
2 3 
N=i 8 N=i 3 


3a 

N=18 


4 

N=i 8 


1 


-0.091 


-0.089 


-0.220 


-0.592** 


0.091 


2 


-0.023 


-0.180 


0.049 


0.156 


0.258 


3 


0.334 


-0.277 


0.105 


0.087 


-0.004 


4 


0.257 


-0.373 


0.139 


0.281 


0.252 


Ave. Number 
Mtgs. Att. 


0.172 


-0.319 


0.019 


-0.021 


0.162 


N at First 
Group 


-0.349 


0.142 


-0.210 


-0.472 


0.238 


N at Last 
Group 


0.096 


-0.020 


-0.033 


-0.055 


0.149 



*Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 



76 Group Counseling vith Parents 



TABLE 5-G 

Post- Series Reaction Slieet: 
Correlations with Attendance Variables 
Individml Parent Responses 
Series 1 



Meeting Question No. 



No. 


1 

N =318 


2 

N'^318 


3 

1^318 


3 a 

N =73 


4 

N =318 


1 


-0.085 


-o.o 46 


-0.053 


-0.053 


0.075 


2 


0.119* 


-0.056 


0.036 


-0.015 


-0.088 


3 


0.213** 


-0.005 


0.050 


0.021 


-0.078 


k 


0.336** 


-o.o 4 o 


- 0.012 


0.064 


- 0 . 210 ** 


5 


0.335** 


0.057 


0 . 146 * 


0.076 


-0.256** 


Averse No. 
Mtg 6 . Att . 


0.350** 


-o.oMf 


0.065 


0.058 


-0.219** 


X 


3.380 


4.745 


1.841 


1.123 


1.082 


S.D. 


1.229 


.620 


1.063 


.328 


.275 



TABLE 5 -K 

Post- Series Reactiv^n Sheet: 
Correlations with Attendance Variables 
Individual Parent Responses 
Series 2 



Meeting Question No. 

No. 1 2 3 3a 4 





N =120 


N =120 


N =120 


N =33 


N =120 


1 


0.245** 


-0.052 


-0.088 


-0.375* 


-0.267** 


2 


-0.016 


- 0.010 


-0.166 


-0.233 


0.068 


3 


0 . 246 ** 


-0.157 


0.194 


-0.288 


- 0 . 202 * 


4 


0.377** 


0 . 200 * 


0 , 245 ** 


0.055 


-0.282* 


Average No. 
Mtgs. Att. 


0.392** 


- 0.012 


0.069 


-0.445* 


-0.310* 


X 


4.050 


4.756 


2.094 


1.030 


1.016 


S.D. 


.874 


.647 


1.176 


.171 


.128 



*Signif leant at .0^ level. 

**S^nif leant at .01 level. 




Parent Attendance Patterns 



77 



TABLE 5-1 

Correla"fciOii3 Beti/een Counselor Reactions "to Specific Groups 
and Attendance Patterns by Groups 

(Elementary and Jvinior High Only) 



Series 1 



n= 4 i 

Meeting 

No. 

1 

2 

0 , 

k 

5 


1 

-0.156 

0.217 

0,221 

0.322* 

0.256 


Question No. 
2 3 

-0.168 -0.181 

0.119 0.090 

0.352* 0.052 

0.294 -0.021 

0.266 0.092 


5 

0.032 

-0.036 

-0.066 

-0.173 

-0.008 


6 

-0.144 

0.309* 

0.448* 

0.432* 

0.358* 


N at First 
Group 


-0.069 


0.012 


0.097 


0.211 


-o.o 43 


K at Last 
Gro'up 


0 , 3 ^ 7 * 


0.277 


0.121 


0.082 


0.348* 






TABLE 5-J 









Correlations Between Counselor Reactions to Specific uroups 
and Attendance Patterns by Groups 

(Elementary and Junior High Only) 



N =15 












Meeting 

No. 


1 


Question Ho. 
2 3 


5 


6 


1 


- 0 . 04 l 


-0.093 


-0.051 


-0.031 


-0.110 


2 


o.o 64 


0.279 


- 0 .o 43 


-0.015 


0.338 


3 


0.1 r 4 


-0.050 


0 . 3^^4 


0.030 


0.036 


4 


0.199 


0.254 


0.078 


0.112 


0.348 


N at First 
Group 


0.199 


0.099 


-0.558* 


- 0.244 


0.334 


N at last 
Group 


0.429 


0.269 


-0.182 


0.016 


0 . 668 ** 



*Significant at .05 level. 

vHJ-Significant at .01 level. 






Tfl 
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TABLE 5-K 



Correlations Be-fcween general Coianselor Keactions 
and Attendance Patterns "by Groups 



(Elementary and Junior High Only) 
Series 1 



1^31 



Meeting 

No. 


1 


Question No. 
2 


3 


1 


O.oJfS 


0.1?4 


0.113 


2 


0.30? 


0.182 


0.213 


3 


0.273 


0.180 


0.305 


k 


0.263 


0.138 


0.375* 


5 


0.221 


0.062 


0.243 









^Significant at .05 level. 



Chapter 6 
Summary 



This chapter will highlight the major findings which have been 
reported in the preceding five chapters. These data are highly com 
plex and some attempt will be made here to interpret their meaning. 

Parent Responses 

It is reasonable to state that parent response^ at all school 
levels and in all three coimseling series were strikingly positive. 

There is always, of course, the nagging doubt that halo effect will 
overemphasize the actual positiveness of such data, and this of course 
must be borne in mind. On the other hand, parent response data are so 
positive that halo effect cannot account for even the largest share 
of response. In addition, certain relationships which exist in this 
data tend to heighten belief in its validity. Included in this latter 
category must be the fact that there is an increase in the positive- 
ness of response from Series 1 to Series 3. The most positive responses 
were found following Series 2. and this finding, along with others which 
will be mentioned, make it reasonable to hypothesize that parents Whose 
children have the most serious problems remain longest in the groups 
and that these problems are perhaps so serious that they are not as 
satisfied as parents with less serious problems who dropped out follow- 
ing Series 2. 

Although Junior high parents respond In a umnoer highly favorable 
to their counseling experience, there is a tendency for them to per- 
ceive the groups less favorably than either elementary or senior high 
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parent groups. At this point. It is not clear whether this is due to 
counselor differences, to differences in the intensity of problems 
manifest by the sample of parents who participated at. each level, or 
to the fact that parents consider seventh graders more of a problem 
than first graders or ninth graders. It will eventually be possible 
to check cut the first two possibilities with data currently available. 

Actual behavior changes are reported most by the parents of first 
grade children, and least frequently by the parents of high school 
children. It is interesting that high school parents responded less 
favorably on this item than did the parents of junior high school chil- 
dren, since the latter group perceived the groups to be less helpful 
than did the former. 

The data reflect wide differences from one district to another on 
most items. At the moment thesp differences can only be noted. Whether 
they reflect differences in counselors or in parents who attended in 
different districts will be determined in the future. It should be 
remembered that different proportions of elementary, junior high and 
high school students are represented in each district. Therefore, dif- 
ferences from district to district may also represent age level differ- 
ences in children. 

The distribution of parent responses in Year One and Year Two 
are approximately the same. The responses appear to be slightly more 
favorable during Year Two, but there are no gross differences. 

Counselor Responses 

Counselor responses are seen to become more positive as parents 
remain longer in counseling. This held true on nearly all items. It 
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would be wise to attempt a study in the future to determine whether 
this shift to a more positive outlook is related to actual changes in 
the group urocess and in clients f or to shifts in counselor perceptions 
as they become more comfortable with the group?. 

Questions relating to hostility reveal tha co»jnselors Relieve 
that the focus of parental hostility shifts as counseling progresses. 

At the outset the greatest hostility, according to counselor , is ex- 
pressed toward teachers. During Series 2 coxmselors reported that 
parent hostility was directed most toward their own children. It is 
interesting to speculate on whether continued coimseling for those who 
remained might shift the target of hostility still further toward par- 
ticipating individuals themselves. 

Counselors clearly equate success or the worthwbileness of the 
group experience to the parents with the length of time parents remain 
in the groups. This holds true up through Series 2, but falls off 
somewhat after Series 2. In this respect, counselor perceptions 
parallel parent perceptions, and this similarity suggests that these 
mutual perceptions have some validity. 

Few differences were found among districts on counselor responses. 
The few differences which were seen occurred during the first series, 
and after that no great differences were found among coimselors from 
different districts. 

Counselors who dealt with elementary level parents tended to per- 
ceive outcomes most positively, while those who worked at the junior 
high level tended to perceive outcomes least positively. Again, marked 
similarity between parent and counselor responses is evidenced in that 
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precisely the same situation held among the parents. This finding 
lends further support to the idea that parent problems at the junior 
high school level may be different from those at the elementary and 
high school levels. 

Correlatio'ns between Parent and Counselor Responses 

In view of the relatively restricted range of responses from both 
counselors and parents, it is surprising rb'L any significant correla- 
tions were found. In spite of this situation which mitigates against 
the possibility of significant correlations, a surprising number of 
significant relationships were brought to light. The number of corre- 
lations dis:overed was markedly higher following Series 2 than after 
Series 1. In addition, the significant correlations which were found 
after Series 2 appeared more related to behavior than to attitude 
dimensions. This observation is, of course, a subjective one but one 
well worth checking in future research. 

When correlations were computed on the basis of parent group means, 
it was discovered that counselor perceptions of a high level of inter- 
action were related to a higher level of parent perception of negative 
results and less parent willingness to recommend participation in the 
groups. It was also found that counselor perceptions of a high level 
of Interaction were related to a higher level of parent perception of 
changed behavior on the part of their children. This finding suggests 
that "liking" the group experience and getting some benefit from it may 
not be necessarily related. This is a concern which this investigation 



has had from the outset. 
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The nmber of significant correlations increased when individual 
means rather than group means were utilized c This was attributed to 
the higher N available for the latter correlations. The outcomes here 
were generally similar to those obtained for group means, with some 
additions. 

Attendance Variables 

Attendance following Meeting 1 of Series 1 (a data collection 
session) declined precipitously. Half of the number of parents who 
attended Meeting 1 of Series 1 attended Meeting 5, the last session of 
the first series. There was no such decline during Series 2. Parti- 
cipation in the second series was high throughout. It would appear that 
breaking the group sessiois into separate series had the effect of pro- 
viding an exit point for those who had had enough and new commitment 
to the group for those who continued. 

Continued parent participation in the group was marked by their 
responding either more favorably or in a more highly differentiated way 
to the group counseling experience.. Following Series 2, those who 
attended more sessions tended to be somewhat more ambivalent about their 
experience in group counseling than those who attended fewer sessions, 
although the general response was highly positive. This finding may 
be further indication that those parents who » ended longest and most 
faithfully were those who felt they had more erious problems . The 
correlation between parent perceptions of the helpfulness of group dis- 
cussion and parent perception of whether behavior changes in children 
were for the better or the worse were significantly correlated with 
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total number of meetings attended or attendance at meetings later in 
the series. It appears reasonable to say that longer parent partici- 
pation or participation later in the series is related to more favor- 
able parent response, although this relationship is not linear. 

A significant relationship exists between counselor perceptions 
of rapport, interaction and group outcome and attendance variables. 

The general rule appears to be that these relationships are high at a 
time later in the series and are never significant during Meeting No. 1. 
Since attendance is a behavioral measure, it might be well to study the 
possibility (in the future) that counselor perceptions of rapport, in- 
teraction and outcome are more valid (accurate) than their perceptions 
of hostility. 

Generally speaking, the data reported strongly support both the 
feasibility and value of parent group counseling. It appears possible 
to involve significant numbers of parents in such an enterprise on a 
voluntary basis. While experience demonstrates that this is much 
easier to do with parents who are in the middle and upper socioeconomic 
ranges, it is also now clear that parents from lower socioeconomic 
strata and/or minority ethnic group backgrounds can, with the appro- 
priate approach, be involved in parent group counseling. 

In addition to feasibility, the present research on parent group 
counseling has indicated its overwhelming positive acceptance by both 
those who participate and those who provide the coimseling service. 

The similarity of perception between these two groups is striking. The 
present oata, although based entirely on the subjective reports of 
participants and counselors, provides some reason to anticipate that 
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the analysis of future data will reveal behavior changes aoong the 
children of those who participated. Parents report such changes In 
numbers which are surprising when the relative briefness of parent 
counseling sessions is taken into account. B.ere Is also a suggestion 
that parent counseling groups were not as helpful to parents who have 
serious problems as to those experiencing less serious or normal 



problems with their children. 

one final point has been demonstrated. A wide spectrum of pro- 
fessionals representing different areas of pupil personnel services 



,ere utilised in the parent counseling endeavor. Included were coun- 
selors. social workers, psychologists, speech therapists and nurses. 
Although all were provided with brief training, the present data pr 
vide no reason for suspecting that differential performance was 
obtained from any particular professional group. The authors attri- 
bute this to the self selection of participating counselors. Under 
such conditions, there seems to he no reason to assume that the pro 
fessional skills required to do adequate parent group counseling are 
Che soecial property of any of the pupil personnel professions. 
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APPENDIX A 



POST-SERIES REACTION SHEET 
(Parent) 

GUIDANCE RESEARCH PROJECT 
UnxTersity of California at Los Angeles 



Parent 



School 



Consultant 



Group No._ 
Ser.ies No. 



For several weeks you have been participating in group discussions. We would like 
to know your reactions to this experience in order to plan for the future. Will 
you please respond frankly to the attached rating scale so that the reactions of 
all participants may be objectively evaluated. Should you run out of space, i*lease 
feel free to continue on the back of this sheet or use additional paoer. 

1. Do you feel that the group discussions have been helpful to you? 

Not at al l* * * iJ^Very much so 

1 2 3 4 5 

la. If you checked 3, 4 or 5 above, please explain briefly in what ways the 
discussions have been helpful. 



2. Have there been bad or negative results from your participation in the group 
discussions? 



Not 


at all* 


•k 


it 


k 


*Very 


much so 




1 


t 


9 


4 


9 






S' 


H 


3 


2. 


1 




2a. 


If you checked 3, 2 or 


1 above, please explain briefly 


what negative 




results occurred. 











r! 






( 2 ) 



3. Have there been any recent changes in your child's behavior around home 
and other out-of-school situations? 



Not at ^11* 



_^Very much sc 



3a. If you checked 3, 4 or 5 above, have these changes been for the 
bet t er 

^ — Please explain briefly the nature of these changes. 



worse 



4. Would you recommend participation in a similar group to friends who have 

children with academic problems? yes 

no 



5. \'fhat specific aspects of the group discussions did you find to be least 
helpful (or possibly harmful)? 



6. What specific aspects of the group discussions did you find to be most 
helpful? 



7. Please write here and on the back any feelings or reactions about your 
experience in this group which you have not had an opportunity to express 
above. 
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« 
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- 

l4 

f 



IMPORTANT I One of these forms is 
to be completed for each group at 
the conclusion of each series » 



NOTE , When used for teacher 
group, observe substitutions in 
parentheses above tex*“. 



Consultant 




District 




School 




Parent 

Group Number Teacher 




(Circle) Series: 1 2 ! 

Date This Series Started: 





COIR^’SELOR REACTIONS TO SPECIFIC GROUP 

GUIDANCE RESEARCH PROJECT 
University of California, Los Angeles 



How would you describe rapport in this group? 
(Circle one) 



Not So Good Fair Very Good 
(2) (3) (A) 

(teachers) 

How much interaction was there among parents in this group? 



Poor 

( 1 ) 



Excellent 

( 5 ) 



(Circle one) 



Almost None 

( 1 ) 



Very Little 

( 2 ) 



A Fair Amount 
(3) 



3. How much hostility was expressed in this group? 
(Circle one) 



Almost None 

( 1 ) 



Very Little 

( 2 ) 



A Fair Amount 
(3) 



Quite 
A Bit 
(A) 



Quite 
A Bit 
(A) 



A Great 
Deal 
(5) 



A Great 
Deal 
(5) 



4. (Answer only if answer to above question was 3, 4 or 5.) Was this hostility 
directed primarily towards 

(Parents) (Own Pupils) Other 

(Circle one) Self Counselor Teacher (s) Ovn Child Group Members 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 



5. Did the group seem to insist that you talk or lecture to them? 



(Circle one) 



Almost None 

( 1 ) 



Veiry Little 

( 2 ) 



A Fair Amount 
(3) 



Quite 
A Bit 
( 4 ) 



A Great 
Deal 
(5) 



6. What is your feeling about outcomes in this group? 
(Circle one) 



Poor 

( 1 ) 



Not So Good 

( 2 ) 



Fair 

(3) 



Very Good 
(4) 



Excellent 

(5) 



7. In a short paragraph, characterize this group and put down your reactions 
to it. (Use back of sheet or extra paper if necessary.) 



ERIC 
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Consultan t 

District 

Level; Elen. Jr>Hi> Sr. Hi. 
(Circle One) 



GENERAL COUNSELOR REACTIONS 

GUIDANCE RESEARCH PROJECT 
University of California, Los Angeles 



Would you recoannend working with parent groups as an effective technique 
to other counselors? 

Yes. But With Yes, But With Yes Enthusiastic 

Yes 

(5) 

Would you like to see a program of parent group counseling introduced in 
your own guidance system (asstiming appropriate shifts in load)? 



Definitely 


Yes, But With 


Yes, But l^ith 


Yes 


No 


Many 


Some 






Reservations 


Reser*/ations 




(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(A) 



Definitely 


Yes, But With 


Yes, But With 


Yes 


En thus ias t ically 


No 


Many 


Some 




Yes 




Reservations 


Reservations 






(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(A) 


(5) 



Do you feel that your work with parent groups had any impact on their children? 



(Circle One) Definitely Probably 
No No 

(1) (2) 



Uncertain Probably Definitely 

Yes Yes 

(3) (A) (5) 



3a. If "y®s" (A or 5) , please describe some of the kinds of 
outcomes you believe occurred. 



In a paragraph or two, please summarize your major re,actions to your group 
counseling experience this year. Use back of sheet or extra paper if necessary 



